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INTRODUCTION

This evaluation of the decent:allied Open Inzollsent puogrmes

conducted-Leith* Viewlromkeity public sdhools during the 1969-70

school year with funds provided by titleIof the Blementagr end

Secondary MI:cation Act covers programs developed and isplemented at

the school district level. Nineteen different districts received

ftnds for proems= under the general heading of "Open. Enrollment"

and the programa had varied interests and emphases, reflecting local

conditions and concerns.

OBJECTIVES OF THE DISTRICT PROGRAM

The evaluation design was developed from thomoitems noted in

the district proposals under the heading "Objectives." The objectives

can be grouped into three anima, 1) those concernedwith general or

specific aspects of academic improvement, 2) those concerned with the

nature of the school's service, including both the provisions of guidance

and counseling services, and the modification and/Or improvement in

staff and the instructional process, and 3) those concerned with some

dimension of the social p.rocess or the Child's personal (nonm.academic)

fUnctioning.

THE EVALUATION PLAN

The Foci of Evaluation

The overall plan for the evaluation had three major foci. The



first was to evaluate the extent to which the progress elasents, se

specified lathe several district proposals, vere *fact *pigmented.

The other two foci involved only a sample of six districts. The

second focus vas on °participant reaction.° whieh involved determining

the reaction of ohildren, mothers, teaChers, principals, and. district

Title I coordinators. The third focus was oaths quality of the

"progremr as it vas implementedwithin the sample schools.

Mine different instruments were used. Ybr the evaluation, of

program *pigmentation, a questionnaire vas sent to the principals

of the 240 sdhools scheduled to be receiving schools asking about

theirroies in the development of the districts' proposals and the nature

of the services provided their schools, Then.interviews were held

with the Title I coordinators of the six sample districts, using au

informal interview guide concentrating oii program implementation.

Participant reaction was estimated through three brief questionnaires,

to teaohers, parents, and pupils. Aspects of the quality of the prog-

ram were estimated through four instruments completed by the educators

and parents from the evaluation staff. These were a scale for rating

aspects of the physical condition and educational climate of the

school building, two separate sgales (one for educators, one for

parents) for rating aspects of the 175 individual lessons observed,

and a sociometric-type form for recording intra-class interactions.
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Bata obtained fr o! 000rdinators and prinolpals iloated that

the program had generally been implemented as planned. Both soordia-

attars and principals were concerned with the time schedule for the

program, believing that an earlier series of budget approval steps

would provide for earlier arrival of supplies end materials and more

efficient recruitment of staff. Both too saw a need for greater

parental involvement. Pew principals reported any active role in the

preparation of the district proposal, and one in five reported feeling

"not at all familiar with it" indicating a need both for better or-

ientation and Improved involvement by principals in the generation of

these decentralised proposals.

The data provided by principals indicate that staff used to

provide services to children for the program typicaIlyhadbeen pro-

viding similar services to the school population before the school was

designated a "receiving school" and principals and teachers both noted

the need for additional professional (and paraprofessional) staff.

.; !

Bsuisljal

The small sample of mothers responding were almost unanimously

positive in their ratings, expressing satisfaction with the progresS of

their children. They indicated little activity in or towards the

school, corroborating the coordinators' and principals' view of the



need for greater parental involvement. Children too, were more

positive than negative in their tree response comments. The low

=tarn rates form:others and children limit wan* conclusive was

wary of their statements.

In reading achievement, the pattern within the sample districts

varied so widely that an overfill *mansion is not considered valid.

At one extreme, half of the Open Enrollment children in ons district

showed normal progress in reading at both the elementarT and loam

high school level, a normal pattern. At the other extreme were two

districts in which few children showed normal progress at either level,

and inbetween were the other 'ample districts with normal progress

patterns at the elosentagy, but not the 3unior high school level.

1:2231212#121111.2Lamizatia

Where comparable questions were asked, both professional and

parent observers provided the name response pattern, and so these data

can be summarized together. School building and school climate wore

rated positively, as was the general climate of classes and the

organization and planning of the lessons observed. At both elementsgr

and junior high school levels, the children mere considered to be

working at appropriate tasks, to be well behaved and interested,

with active participation and good understanding and verbal fluency.

Teachers too were rated positively at both levels, and their

pereonal qualities were the most frequent lesson strengths noted by

the observers. Weaknesees in the lesson were more oftenmethodological.
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The professional ()beerier, also observed and mated septets of

special programs in remedial reading, and guidance and four individual

progisans developed in two of the sample districts. These data were

consistently positive particular4 the evaluation of the individual

district programs.

The final aspect of the observations involved the reoording

and classification (on a, positive-negative continuum) of the inters

actions seen within each class, conaidering; the role, sex* and ethnic

status of the initiator and recipient or the interaction. The inter-

actions observed were predominantly positive, whether involving the

teadbar, or the children. With one exception, positive interactions

were observed between children of all three ethnic groups etwlioi

(White, Black, and Spanish-speaking) at both elementary and junior

high school levels. Moreover, the majority of negative interactions

among pupils were directed towards other children of the same ethnic

group, so that there were few negative interactions across groups.

CONCLUSIONS ABOUT EVALUATION FOCI

In terms of the three foci of this evaluation, the data. provide

',basis for the following conclusions:

1. The program vas essentially implemented as proposed, and

certainly the legal commitments to expend the funds in pre-specified

ways was also met. While there was oonsiderable confusion at the

individual school level as to just who and what was supported by

program funds, this confusion did not obscure the basic finding that

support was provided at the scale envisioned.
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2. lbe participants studiad, coordinators, principals, teachers,

parents and children, veze generally positive in their paroeptiona

of the program.

3 2be quality of the eeparate district programs Observed van

also rated positiveklyibyboth professional and parent =cabers of the

observation team. Particular praise vas given same af the special

progress developedin Mast:dots 11 and 22.



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCT/ON

This is an evaluation of the decentralized Open Enrollment pro-

grams conducted in the New York City public schools during the 1969-70

school year with funds provided by Title I of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act. This evaluation was contracted for with the Bureau of

Research of the central Board of Education, but the programs under study

were all developed and implemented at the school district level. In

many cases the districts involved chose the alternative available to

them of contracting for district evaluations of the Open Enrollment pro-

gram as well as district evaluations of their other decentralized pro-

grams. As Table II-1 indicates, the 19 different districts which re-

ceived funds for programs under the general heading of "Open Enrollment"

had varied interests and emphases, reflecting local conditions and con-

cerns. Thus, there is no meaningful entity which might be called the

Open Enrollment "program," in the sense of characterizing all parti-

cipating districts and schools. Rather there are some emphases, such

as the emphasis on reading or on guidance services, which are common

to more than one district. There are also unique emphases such as the

one planned by one district to make educational use of the bus ride to

and from school.

In addition to the differences between districts the several

schools in a district were free to develop their own emphases and pro-

gram variations. Therefore, we first sampled districts and then sampled

schools within the districts. In analyzing the data and in preparing

10
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this report the school and district were the basic units of study.

Generalizations about the Open Enrollment programs which can be drawn

on a citywide basis are limited to such areas as the extent to which

the several projects were implemented as proposed.

BACKGROUND OF THE PROGRAM

The Open Enrollment program began in 1960 as one of the New York

City Board of Education's programmatic efforts to better .integrate the

public schools. Under the original plan minority group parents whose

children were attending a school composed primarily of minority group

children could apply for transfer to a school popUlated by white children.

If their child was accepted for transfer, he was to be bused from home

to school and back; transportation was provided by the Board of Education.

The child's original neighborhood school was designated the

"sending school" and the school-to which he transferred was designated

the "receiving school." In the initial years, the criterion used for

designating a sending school was an enrollment of 90 percent or more

Black or Puerto Rican children combined; this was based on a survey

conducted by the New York City Board of Education on October 31st of the

preceding year.

The criteria for a receiving school were that the school be

underutilized, have space available for additional children, and

that it have an enrollment of 90 percent of "other" children (not Black

or Puerto Rican). This percentage has dropped over the years and is

now 75 percent "other."
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In 1966 the Open Enrollment program, was included with those pro-

grams funded under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act;

it has been evaluated each year since 1966-67 as were all Title I programs.

In 1968, although admission to the program continued to be handled

centrally, Open Enrollment was decentralized so that each district was

free to develop its own program for utilizing the funds. Under this pro-

gram a district was allocated $100 per child received in the districts'

schools under the Open Enrollment program. The basic orientation of the

program, as noted in the Board of Education's overall program statement,

was that ". the Title I services will follow those children who parti-

cipate in an organized plan to further integration and leave their poverty

area schools to do so."
1

Now the program includes two groups of children: those whose

parents have applied for transfer (free choice Open Enrollment children),

and those children who have been transferred at the instruction of the

local District Superintendent and whose transfers were reviewed by the

Zoning Section of the Board of Education.

For the academic year 1969-70, in addition to these district de-

signed decentralized programs, there is a centralized program proposing

the assignment of 200 additional staff positions to receiving elementary

schools. This program, titled "Augmented Instructional Services for

Open Enrollment Receiving Schools" will be evaluated separately and so

is not within the province of this study.

1Summary of Proposed Programs 1969-1970, Title I, ESEA, Board of Education,

August, 1969, page 65.
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CHAPTER II

THE PROGRAMS PROPOSED

The variety of objectives stated in the proposals from the 19

districts are summarized in Table II-1. This table summarizes the

"Objectives" sections of each proposal. In developing this summary,

the evaluation team had to resolve the confusion which exists in the

proposals as to what

of goals, objectives

also often disparate

there were instances

is included under the standard proposal headings

and procedures. The goals and objectives were

and redundant. To further compound confusion,

in which a goal or objective was stated or km-

plied in the procedures section of the proposal without being speci-

fied in the section devoted to Objectives. We urge the proposal de-

velopers, both in central and district offices, to eliminate this con-

fusion in the future.

The summary of objectives used as the basis of this evaluation

design was developed from those items listed in the proposal under

the heading "Objectives." In the sample districts, the district

Title I or Open Enrollment Coordinator was given the opportunity to

amend the list prior to our collection of data. None did, so that the

in-depth study was oriented to evaluating the objectives as originally

stated in the district proposals.

OVERALL DISTRICTS

The objectives have been grouped into three areaS: 1) those con-

cerned with general or specific aspects of academic improvement; 2) those
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'concerned with the provision of guidance and counseling services, and

the modification and/or improvement in staff and the instructional pro-

cess; and 3) those concerned with some dimension of the social process

or the child's personal non-academic functioning. In addition, there

were some miscellaneous objectives. One proposal listed nine objectives,

while four districts had as few as two.

The most consistent concern expressed was with the objectives

related to social and personal processes; 16 of the 19 districts had at

least one objective in this area. Two of the districts listed all of

their objectives in the social and personal .areas6 This area was de-

fined by 10 districts in terms of improving interrelationships within'

the triad of school-home-and.community. Other consistent emphases.were

on reducing conflict and/or improving adjustment aMong children ( 8 districts)

and on fostering integration. Seven districts specifically mentioned

integration. Since integration is a 'goal .of the Open Enrollment program,

almost by definition, many districts did not state it specifically.

There was also consistent concern with academic iMprovement, most

frequently stated' in term6 of reading. 'Fourteen of the 19 proposals made

some reference to academic improvement, with ten specifying reading im-

provement. No other specific academic component was mentioned by more

than three districts.

TwelVe'districts listed at .leastHone objectiVe within the third

area, instructional and_guidance processes; the.provision of guidance

serviceanost often notecd. Of the reMaining objectives, the use orre-

cognition of.paraprOfessiOnals were-stated in more than three proposals.
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CHAPTER III

THE EVALUATION PLAN

OVERVIEW

The overall plan for this evaluation had three major foci.

First, we sought to conduct what might be called a "legal commitment

evaluation;" that is, an evaluation of the extent to which the program

elements, as specified in all the district proposals, were in fact imple-

mented. This was done by developing an instrument called the Principal's

Implementation Inventory, for the principals of every school designated

in each district proposal as receiving some service, supply, or staff

through the district Open Enrollment program. This Inventory was dis-

tributed to the entire principal population of both districts and

schools.
1

The other two foci involved a sample of the districts which had

active Open Enrollment programs. A sample of six districts was.selected

through the sampling procedure discussed later in this chapter; and

within these districts 16 elementary, eight junior high schools, and

four special projects were selected as sites for further study.

The second evaluation focus was to assess "participant reaction;"

that is, the reaction of five groups of participants: children, mothers,

teachers, principals, and district Title I coordinators. Children and

mothers were asked, through the Student's Questionnaire and Mother's

1
This instrument and return rate are discussed in the Instrument section

following.
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Questionnaire to give some overall reaction to the program, looking

back over their total experience with the program.
1

Teachers, principals, and district Title I coordinators were

asked to comment on specifics of the program as it functioned within

their school or district. A Teacher's Questionnaire, informal interviews

with the Title I coordinators in the sample districts and the Principal's

Implementation Inventory were used to gather this information.

The third focus of this study was on the quality of the pro-

gram as it was implemented in the sample schools. For this, teams

of professional and non-professional observers were sent to visit and

observe classes in the sample schools. The observers sought to see

the school's normal functioning, with particular emphasis on the Open

Enrollment program.
2

THE SAMPLE OF DISTRICTS AND SCHOOLS

A two step process was developed to select the sample for this

evaluation. First districts were selected; then, within these dis-

tricts, schools were chosen.

The Sample of Districts

The proposals from the 19 districts receiving funds for the de-

centralized Open Enrollment program were divided into two groups based

on whether or not the budget was in excess of $150,000. Nine districts

1For children in an Open Enrollment program for more than two years, and

for the mothers of these children, the Open Enrollment-referent cuts

across the current decentralized programs and includes the earlier cen-

tralized program. This was recognized by.evaluation projeCr7-staff but we

preferred the longer view and We did not feel it feasibleto ask the

children and their mothers to limit their comments tO the last year or two.

2The reader is reminded that not all schools in each distriCt WereCom-

mitted to impleMenting the identical program.. Therefore, the observers

identified their observationalsites Separately for eech

18
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submitted proposals budgeted at less than $150,000, and ten districts

submitted programs budgeted in excess of $150,000.

From the 19 districts, a total of six (approximately one-third)

was decided upon, three from each group. ' The selection of the six

sample districts was made by the evaluation staff who attempted to

choose districts which not only had varied emphases in their program

statement, but which also had innovative program elements. Thus, we

selected a district with many elements to its program; a program with

few elements, and a district which planned a multi-media program, one

of the newer educational approaches.

Obviously, this procedure was deliberate rather than random,

and was used in the belief that given the small size of the strata, and

the diversity of the program emphases, random selection methods would

have been satisfying a research principle but might have sacrificed the

opportunity to place the evaluation efforts in those districts where

we might learn things of general interest to all districts planning

future programs.

All six sample districts invited to participate agreed to do so,

and the initial interview with the district Title I coordinator was

completed on schedule. Similarly, the sample of eight junior high

schools in these six districts agreed to participate. However, the

implementation of the evaluation in the elementary schools was impeded

by the reluctance of several elementary school principals in the sample

districts to participate. They were loathe to permit their schools to

serve as data collection sites because, they said, the evaluating

agency was the Center for Urban Education.
1

We were told by ten dif-

1 .

As will be discussed-in the chapter on the Principal's 'ImplementatiOn
Inventory, reluctance to participate for this reason was a cityWide

phenomenon. It is disCussed here irkperms of the sample districts

only because this section concerns that sample. 19
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ferent principals that they, and their professional association, the

Elementary School Principals Association, had taken issue with several

educational positions t.aken or implied in Center publications, (the

Urban Review was most often mentioned). Moreover, they considered the

Center to be biased against the administrative staff of the public

schools. Given this professional disagreement, they did not wish to

cooperate with, or be a part of, this evaluation.

Despite strong and consistent support from the Bureau of Educational

Research of the Board of Education requesting their participation in this

study, in one district no principal of an elementary school would agree.

In a second district only one elementary school principal would cooperate.

The same reluctance was found in an alternate district selected for the

totally non-cooperating district. The final sample of elementary

schools thus involves only five of the six districts.

Selecting schools within the districts with small budgets was

not a problem, since typically there were no uore than one or two parti-

cipating schools in each district. Within the three larger budget dis-

tricts where more schools participated, the sample schools were chosen

to represent the number of children admitted under the Open Enrollment

program. All elementary and junior high schools in the large budget dis-

tricts were ranked on the basis of the number of children indicated as

Open Enrollment children in 16 district proposals. The two sample schools

were selected to represent a relatively small and relatively large number

of Open Enrollment children. In one district there were so many elementary

schools in the district program that a third school representing the

district median number of admissions was selected.
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In two of the sample districts, a special program, an Evening

Guidance Cente; was studied.

In summary, nine elementary and eight junior high schools

participated, involving five districts at the elementary, and six at

the junior high school level.

The Programs In The Sample Districts

The program objectives specified in the proposals of the six

sample districts represented good coverage of the list of objectives

in Table II-1. All four categories of objectives, including the

"other" category, were represented; the objectives stated in the pro-

posals of the six sample districts included at least one reference to

18 of the 24 (75 percent) specific objectives listed. The sample

districts' proposals did not include the following objectives:

improvement and/or remediation in arithmetic or mathematics; the provi-

sion of mnall group instruction; science learning; speech and speaking

ability; English as a second language; and the provision of multi-

ethnic materials.

THE OBSERVATIONAL VISITS

This evaluation included both professionals and non-professionals

on the observational teams.

The Professional Members of the Teams

The special competencies sought in the professional members of

the observation team were determined by the districts' proposals. Each

district's major emphasis, as stated in the proposal, was the basis for

selecting the professional observers. One professional was designated

team leader.
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Eleven different professional observers were used. There were

five experts in the instructional areas at the elementary and secondary

level; four experts in guidance, counseling and psychological services;

one expert in social and community services, and a professional in

multi-media instruction. Eight of these people were on the faculties

of three different colleges, and a ninth was on the staff of a residen-

tial treatment center. Eight of them had had previous experience with

evaluations of Title I programs.

The Non-Professional Members of the Team

a. Recruitment

It was necessary to recruit parent observer's for the 1969-70

Enrollment evaluation. An attempt was made to find out whether other

evaluators had used non-professional personnel to evaluate professional

functioning. Letters to the Office of Economic Opportunity, the Bureau

of 'Indian Affairs, and to a past president of the United Parents Assoc-

iation yielded no relevant information. It was then decided that the

sample schools' Parents Associations would be asked for their help. A

letter was sent to 12 sending and receiving school Parents Associations

informing them of the nature of our evaluation, the conditions cf work,

and the one restriction that a candidate could.not be an employee of

the Board of Education, and asking them to recommend an observer. Only

four responses were received. Therefore, an alternate plan was

adopted, in which the United Parents Association was asked to refer

potential parent observers. This procedure succeeded in recruiting

an additional seven parent observers of whom five actually served.
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b. Descriptive Information

The non-professionals were all parents, and most had children

in schools in a sending or receiving school in the decentralized

Open Enrollment program. Except in one instance when an error occurred,

no parent was sent to observe in a school attended by her child.

All of the parent observers were women, and of the nine who

served, seven were white and two black. All were at least high school'

graduates, with two holding Bachelor's degrees and one a Master's.

Many had previous work experience, and all (by unanimous agreement of

the evaluation staff with whom they met) were interested in, and com-

mitted to, public education.

c. Briefing and Supervision

Before any of the parent observers made school visits, they were

invited to small group briefing sessions. During these sessions two

members of the evaluation staff went over all the instruments to be

used, explained the procedures to be followed, and answered any questions

the parents had. Once school visits were underway, the evaluation staff

was always available for answering additional questions.

The Structure and Scoee of the Visits

For, the observational school irisits, four-member teams were

formed consisting of two professionals and two non-professionals.

Both parents and professional observers were asked to arrange their

class visits so that the parent observer was always accompanied by a

professional observer. Individual specialists, for single visits,

were scheduled as required by the nature of the district program.

Beginning in March and continuing through early June the teams visited



15

the sample schools at about one to two week intervals. 1
To establish

continuity, one team was assigned to each of the sample districts and

that team made all of the visits in the district. 2

The design for this evaluation called for an average of four ob-

servational visits in the small budget districts, and six visits in the

larger budget districts. The observational team judged whether fewer or

more visita were necessary. In practice the anticipated schedule proved

reasonable. In both of the smaller budget districts participating, four

observational visits were completed. In two of the three larger budget

districts, six visits were made; in the third larger budget district

only three visits were completed, since the team considered additional

visits would serve no useful purpose.

A total of 85.5 observer days were spent in the sample schools on

these 23 visits, 40.5 days in elementary schools, 34 days in junior high

schools and 11 days in special facilities or programs.

INSTRUMENTS AND DATA GATHERING PROCEDURES

A total of nine instruments was used in this evaluation:

1. Interview Guide for Coordiaators
2. Principal's Implementation /nventory
3. Teacher's Questionnaire
4. Basic /ndividual Lesson Observation Report (ILOR)

for Professional Observers
5. Basic /ndividual Lesson Observation Report

for Parent Observers
6. /nteraction Pattern Analysis for Professional Observers
7. Building and School-Wide Observations
8. Mother's. Questionnaire
9. Student Questionnaire

Copies of all instruments used appear in Appendix B, which provides

the content but not the layout of the instruments.

1
Absences reduced teams to fewer than the full complement of four members
in six of the 23 visits.

2
/n some instances an observer,served on more than one observational team.
When this happened the obserVet made all of the visits scheduled for each
of the teams to which he was assigned.
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Informal Interview Guide for Title I Coordinators

In December and January, the Title I coordinators of each of the

six sample districts were interviewed individually by a member of the

evaluation staff, in order to acquire an understanding of the nature of

the programs in these districts, and to obtain the coordinators' per-

ceptions of how the district program was. being implemented.

Three coordinators relied exclusively upon their own knowledge

of the programs in their districts; the other three called upon princi-

pals, reading supervisors, guidance counselors, or other consultants,

to supplement their own knowledge. In two instances these consultants

were invited to be present throughout.the interview, and in .the third

they were available for further discussion after the interview with

the coordinator.

These interviews were necessarily unique to each district since

the interview focused on the implementation of the district proposal.

However, all six coordinators were asked three common quesEions. First,

they were asked if the objectives stated in the program proposal had

been amended in any way. Second, they were asked if the program was

underway. Finally, they were milted about .the receipt of the personnel,

materials and supplies specified in the program proposal.

Princi Im lementation Inventor

This instrument was a highly structured questionnaire, intended

to serve four purposes: 1) to identify the role each principal played

in the development of the district Open Enrollment proposal, and his

perception of the most effective timetable for proposal development;
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2) to provide a description of the population of the school for both

the 1968-69 and the 1969-70 school year in terms of grade register,

class size, and specifically of voluntary and mandated Open Enrollment

children; 3) to identify the kinds of personnel, equipment and supplies

provided to the school under the program, as well as any other or

additional personnel, equipment or supplies the principal felt he

lacked; and 4) to describe the extent of parental and community involve-

ment with the school.

This inventory was mailed to the principals of 240 elementary

and junior high schools listed as Open Enrollment receiving schools in

the 19 district proposals. The mailing elicited a flood of complaints

and refusals to respond. Principals of schools receiving few, or no,

services funded through the Open Enrollment program saw no reason to

fill out an extensive questionnaire to report that they received little

or no service. We agreed, and suggested to them that a simple note to

this effect would suffice. The refusals 'centered around the "boycott"

against the evaluation agency referred to earlier. After several days

of discussion, some principals.agreed to complete the Inventory.

In early April, a second mailing went out with a cover letter

from Dr. Samuel D. McClelland, Director of the Office of Educational

Research, enlisting the cooperation of the schools. In order to en-

courage as high a rate of return as possible, the Evaluation Chairman

also sent a letter giving schools the options of either filling out the

Inventory as completely as possible, or indicating that they had only

fractional services: or sending a letter saying that they were not an

Open Enrollment receiving school.
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By May 26th, a total of 117 responses of some kind ( a 49 percent

return) had been received from 18 of the 19 districts. There was no

response at all from 124 schools. Of these 117, 81 were completed or

partially completed Inventories, 16 were letters or Inventories indi-

cating only fractional services, and 20 were letters indicating that

the principal did not consider his school an Open Enrollment receiving

school. Of the 81 schools that submitted completed questionnaires, 21

were junior high schools and 60 were elementary schools. Of 16 schools

sending reports of fractional services, two were junior high schools

and 14 were elementary schools.

Since the returns include schOols in 18 of the 19 districts,

the data do serve to accomplish the research purposes of the Inventory,

although on a sampling rather than the total popuUtion basis antici-

pated.

Teacher's Questionnaire

The Teacher's Questionnaire was a simple one-page instrument

consisting of ftve free-response questions, and an opportunity for

additional comments. The five questions were intended to identify

those aspects of the district program of which teachers were aware in

their school, and their evaluation of the Open Enrollment program as

it functioned in their school. Specifically, they were asked to dis-

cuss the program's effectiveness, strengths end weaknesses, and to

suggest improvements. The questionnaire was to be mailed directly

back to the evaluation Office.

The Teacher's Questionnaire was placed in the letter boxes of

all 639 teachers in each ofive elementary schools and five junior

high schools which were chosen on the basis of their relatively large
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Open Enrollment. registers. Despite the brevity of the instrument only

61 were returned. The return rate of 9.5 percent makes the information

suggestive at best.

Basic Individual Lesson Observation Report (ILOR):
For Professional Observers

This instrument was used by the professional members of each ob-

servation ieam. It was adapted from the ILOR used in several previous

evaluations. 1 For this evaluation, the questions centered on five areas:

1) a.description of the lesson observed in terms of who taught it, its

content and methodology; 2) teacher functioning as reflected in the

planning, use of materials, ability to elicit pupil response and parti-

cipation, classroom climate and atmosphere, and effectiveness of teaching

style and method; 3) childrenta reactions, responses and participation;

4) inter-class interactions; and 5) overall appraisal of the lesson,

and specifically its strengths and weaknesses. For those districts

-which emphasized remedial reading services, additional items were added

for the reading specialist on the observational team. These items asked

for descriptions and evaluations of the techniques used in the remedial

reading groups.

A total of 135 lessons was observed by the professional members

of the observation team, 70 at the elementary, and 65 at the junior high

school level. In addition, 40 remedial reading lessons were observed,

21 at the elementary level, and 19 at the junior high school level. The

70 elementary level lessons most often observed were: reading 35 (50 per-

cent), mmthematics 7 (10 percent), social studies 5 (7.percent), English

and language arts 6 (9 percent).

281
The technical aspects of this instrument are discussed at length in the
report Of the evaluation of theiNfore Effective Schools Program, The
Center for Urban Educetion, Deceiber 1965.
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Basic ILOR: For Parent Observers

The parent observers completed a briefer version of the ILOR

intended to elicit a description of the lesson (who taught it, the con-

tent, the kind of grouping, if any); the children's reactions and res-

ponses; and their "vote" as to whether or not they would like their

H
. child to be in this class even if he had to be bused to attend?"

Parent members of the team observed 109 lessons.

Interaction Pattern Analysis:
Observation Team

In an effort to obtain same quantitative estimate of the nature

of the interactions among children in the classroom, professional and

parent observers were asked to indicate on a chart or matrix, the

frequency of interactions observed among children, considering sex

and ethnic status (White, Black, Spanish speaking, and other).

Interaction patterns were completed for 114 lessons by professional

observers at the elementary level, and for 45 at the junior high school

level. The patterns were completed by parent observers for 101 lessons:

38 at the elementary, and 63 at the junior high school level.

The original plan was for each observer, professional and parent,

to fill out three interaction matrices during each observed lesson.

The first of the interaction matrices was to be filled out during a five

minute period at the start of a lesson, the second during a five minute

period in the middle of a lesson, and the third toward the end of the

lesson. If the observer could not handle all the instruments in the

course of one lesson, he was free to omit one or more of the interaction

matrices.
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Building and School-Wide Observations:

Observation Team

Each member of the observational team was also asked to complete

a Building and School-Wide Observation form at the end of the observa-

tional day. This form was intended to provide the evaluation staff

with ratings of the physical characteristics and facilities of-the

building (i.e., lunchroom, library, science laboratories), and the over-

all atmosphere of the school.

In all, 33 Building and School-Wide
Observation forms were com-

pleted by professional members of the observation team in 16 elementary

and 17 junior high schools. Parent observers completed 24, in 14

elementary and 10 junior high schools.

bother's Questionnaire

During prior evaluations of the centralized Open Enrollment

program a variety of efforts to elicit responses from parents had not

succeeded in producing any substantial response. Since the effort had

not been made in the previous year of the decentralized program, it was

decided to try again this year.

A brief questionnaire was developed and printed on the back of

a 5" x 8" postcard. The questionnaire asked the child's mother to rate

her satisfaction with her child's progress, and to describe the extent

of her participation in Parents Associations and of her visits to school.

In addition, the Mother's Questionnaire for children being bused under

the district Open Enrollment program asked whether or not the parent

had requested the transfe .
1

IThe reader,is reminded that the responses to this instrument cut atross

the two years of decentralized'Open Enrollment programs and the preceding

years of the centralized program.
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The questionnaire was distributed in four elementary schools and

five junior high schools, while the Pupil Questionnaires (discussed

below) were being administered.
1 In the elementary schools, Form S of

the Open Enrollment Bbther's Questionnaire was distributed to those

children who indicated that they took the school bus to school. All

other children were given the alternate Form R for receiving school

mothers. Junior high school pupils received an Open Enrollment Bother's

Questionnaire if they indicated that they had iidden the school bus in

elementary school; if they had not, they received receiving school

Mother's Questionnaires. In all, 173 Open Enrollment Mother's Question-

'naires and 361 receiving school Bother's Questionnaires were distributed.

Of these, 17 questionnaires were received from mothers of children

being bused and 80 were received from mothers of children in the receiving

schools.

Student Questionnaire

Student opinion was obtained by simply asking children in sample

junior high schools to describe their experiences while attending a

school in which same children came from other districts.
2

The questionnaire was distributed to a total of 302 children in

three classes in each of five junior high schools, chosen because of

relatively high registers of Open Enrollment children. Responses were

3ne elementary school principal requested that the forms not be dis-

tributed and his request was honored.

2The reader is reminded that the responses to.this instrument also cut

across the two years of decentraliied Open Enrollment programs and the

preceding years of the centralized program.
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103 students in five different junior high schools. Of

received from resident children and 42 from those who

at some point in their school career, and 167 handed in
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS: PERCEPTIONS OF DISTRICT TITLE I

COORDINATORS, PRINCIPALS, AND TEACHERS

This chapter presents the findings from the interviews with the

Title I coordinator of each of the six sample districts, the responses

of principals to the Principal's Implementation Inventory, and the

responses of the teachers to the Teacher's Questionnaire.

PERCEPTIONS OF TITLE I COORDINATORS

As noted earlier, the six district Title I coordinators were

interviewed individually to obtain their perceptions of the implementa-

tion of the district program. Since three coordinators asked others

(e.g., principals, reading supervisors, guidance counselors) to supplement

their own knowledge, this section will differentiate the coordinators'

views from the views of these consultants.

Personnel. Materials and Equipment

With one minor exception the coordinators said that they had

received the personnel requested; one coordinator said he had received

the personnel he requested, but that he had requested fewer than he

desired because of limitations on the amount of money available for

salaries. He felt that he could use more.people, and added that the

formula for paying the,district for Open Enrollment children was out of

date since salaries had increased since ihe last:change in. the.formuia.

In the opinion of the coordinators, the situation in regard to

materials and equipment was far'less satisfactory. Lait year'a Materials
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were still being delivered in some districts. One coordinator thought

he had received everything requested in the 1969-70 proposal
1 and that

was because he had funds available to commit for early ordering. One

coordinator was not sure what had been received. The four others in-

dicated that since formal approval of the program budget had not yet

been received, ordering was just getting under way. These four dis-

tricts were using material and equipment left over from the previous

year or on hand in the school, and were planning to replace it when

their orders came through.

Parent and Community Involvement

All of the proposals made reference to greater parent and community

involvement and five of the stx coordinators agreed that parental in-

volvement was important, but nobody was really satisfied with the degree

of involvement achieved. The coordinators pointed out that the schools

were using a variety of means to ensure parent involvement, including

teas, workshops, a parent clinic that provided assistance with health,

welfare, housing and other problems, and evening facilities to encourage

parents to come to the school and participate in its activities. Guidance

counselors held workshops with some parents and in tmo districts both

children and their parents were involved in the corrective reading pro-

gram. However, even the effort to employ paraprofessionals from the

1
The reader is reminded that these interviews were conducted in December

and January.

11M. p4
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sending communities, and in this way bring out-of-district parents

into the schools, was not always successful in attracting parents from

sending areas. Despite everything, the coordinators felt that parent

participation, and in particular participation by sending school

parents, was still inadequate.

Problems With Fuhding

All of the coordinators brought up some aspect of the funding

problem. One pointed out that the district proposal was tailored to

a budget rather than to its needs. Another, as noted above, made

references to the obsolescence of the formula for paying the district

for receiving Open Enrollment children. All of the coordinators felt

that their inability to order materials and supplies early enough

posed a very serious problem: because they had not yet received final

program approval they could not send in their orders.

Everybody felt that the sequence and timing of the whole program

was much too late and resulted in problems in 0.anning and staffing

as well as in ordering materials. One district Title I coordinator

said that although they had managed to employ a fine guidance

counselor, the timing problem had caused them to lose the.opportunity

to employ the person who was their first choice.

Recommendations of Coordinators

The six coordinators made a number of recommendations as a

result of their experiences with the program. One principal called in

by the coordinator suggested that the Center For UrbaU Education make
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its evaluation without any preconceived ideas. He went on to suggest

that evaluation should be part of project planning and that represen-

tatives of the evaluation team should sit down with district staff

to work out the proposals. Another coordinator suggested that funding

be for a longer.period of time in order to achieve continuity and to

make it possible for the district to plan for a two or three year

period.

.
The coordinator who was concerned with the funding formula

recommended that funding be based on $150 per Open Enrollment pupil

rather than on the present formula of $100. Still another coordinator

reccmmended, as a solution to the materials problem, that each district

should receive an advance of five to seven percent of its project

money several months before the school year, so supplies can be ordered

far enough in advance to be available at the beginning of the year.

All coordinators agreed on the necessity for earlier funding in order

to have adequate time for planning and recruitment as well as ordering.

Dates fram January on were mentioned as appropriate starting dates

for work on the proposal with final approval no later than June.

PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS

The perceptions of principals reported here come from the

Principal's Implementation Inventory. In addition to the questions

about personnel and services that their school received under the

district Open Enrollment program, the Principal's Implementation

Inventory included questions intended to obtain the principal's
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perceptions of his role in the development of the district proposal,

and the ideal time schedule for the different stages of proposal

development.

In total, 97 Principal's Implementation Inventories were re-

turned, 81 completed and 16 partially completed. These 97 respondents

represent 18 of the 19 districts with Open Enrollment programs, and in-

volve 71 elementary and 26 junior high schools. Since the number of

respondents for each specific question varied mere widely than is usual

on a questionnaire, the number responding to each question was used as

the base for the computation of percentages, and that referent number

will be indicated in the discussion of each question.

The Preparation of the District Proposal

Seventy of the total 97 respondents answered the question asking

for a description of their role in developing the district proposal for

the Open Enrollment program. Three noted that they had become principal

at the beginning of the year, and so could have had no role; 41 wrote

in the word "none" in response to this question. Undoubtedly these

figures are a minimum estimate of the extent of non-participation by

the principals, for if one assumes that all the 27 principals who left

this question blank also had no role to report, non-participation rises

to 70 percent (68 of 97). The 26 who indicated some role represent ten

different districts. There was one district in which participation had

been outstanding; of 12 respondents, 11 indicated participation in pro-

posal development. Other than this one district, there was only one

other in which more principals indicated participation than the nuMber

indicating non-participation.
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These 26 principals had primarily been resource people for the

proposal in their districts. Eight principals used the identical

phrase: "ideas for recycling the program were discussed at a District

conference." Six principals reported suggesting specific services to

be provided or problems with which the proposal should deal, and two

principals provided statistical data needed for the proposal. Six

other principals reported a role more concerned with implementation

than development, by noting they conducted orientation sessions for

teachers and/or parents.

Although not many principals had participated in developing

the-proposal, most (81 percent) felt that they were familiar with it,

either "to some extent" (37 percent) or "completely" (44 percent).

One principal in five (19 percent of the 75) who responded to this

question reported that he was "not familiar" wi.th the district pro-

posal. It is a serious matter when, by mid-year, one in five prin-

cipals responsible for implementing some part of a program reports no

familiarity with the proposal for that program.

Table IV-1 below summarizes the principals' views about the

ideal time cycle for developing Open Enrollment program proposals.

The respondents were asked to indicate the "ideal beginning time" for

the seven aspects of program development listed, and for the latest

final date of funding.

A glance down the two columns at the right side of the table

makes clear that few principals felt that beginning work on any of

these aspects could properly be delayed beyond the end of the year pre-

ceding implementation. The one major exception are those who felt that
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the "orientation sessions with paraprofessionals" could be begun either

during the summer (8 percent), or at the beginning of the year of im-

plementation (13 percent).

Two activities were felt by the principals to require the

earliest beginning. Forty percent felt that planning and programming

should begin no later than February of the year before implementation,

and half (49 percent) believed that supplies and equipment must be

ordered by that time. The other activities, including recruiting and

orienting stafpand final fundingrcould be delayed until after February,

but between one-third and one-half of the principals believed that even

these activities should be begun no later than April of the year pre-

ceding implementation.

Staff Supplied by Program

a. Numbers Proposed and Provided

Data on the staff supplied to schools through the district Open

Enrollment program were obtained from a summary listing of staff supplied

by the Office of State and Federally Assisted Programs (OSFAP) of the

Board of Education. In the Principal's Implementation Inventory principals

were asked to indicate the total number of teachers and paraprofessionals

provided far, and in the same instrument they were asked to indicate the

number provided by position, e.g., corrective reading teacher, art

teacher, and so on.

The data provided by elementary school principals when asked to

indicate the total numbers of teachers and paraprofessionals " . . . paid

from Open Enrollment funds," had little relationship to the data provided
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when they were asked to indicate, position by position, the number of

special personnel 511017 have been assigned to your school to

implement the Open Enrollment program." The elementary level principals

reported 75 percent more teachers by position than they reported by

total; for paraprofessionals the number reported by position was almost

twice as great as the total number reported. The junior high school

principals' reports were equally unreliable for teachers, but were

accurate for paraprofessionals.

Two findings are clear from these data: First, that the elementary

school principals responding were not completely certain in their own

minds as to who on their staff was paid by Open Enrollment program fund ;

and second, that at the elementary level principals generally said that

they received more teachers and paraprofessionals than the OSFAP list

indicated. At the junior high school level, principals generally in-

dicated that they had received fewer teachers and paraprofessionals than

indicated.
2 In either case, the data Indicate a clear need for improved

1
In retrospect, the evaluation staff realizes that the subtle difference
in wording between the two questions was an error. It opened up the
possibility.that a school receiving additional staff paid by regular
district lines because it.was asked to implement the Open Enrollment
program, could properly have included these staff in the second question.
The numbers of staff involved in this kind of misinterpretation, however,
could not account for any significant part of these discrepancies. Nbre
likely, the structured listing by position either made the principal
aware, or suggested to him, that teaChers in certain positions were paid

for by Open Enrollment funds.

2Both these generalizations are based on the way three of the four
possible comparisons came out at each level, i.e., comparing the OSFAP
list to the principals' total, and to the by-position data for teachers
and paraprofessionals.

41
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communication between the OSFAP and the schools receiving services.

In 16 of the.19 proposals, the number of staff by position was

included in the districts' proposals.

There is a reasonably close correspondence among the data for

teachers at the junior high school level from all three sources of

information (41.2 received, 42.2 proposed by districts, 45.4 by the

OSFAP list). However, at the elementary level these principals re-

ported having more teachers paid by Open Enrollment funds (80.9) than

the proposals indicated would be provided (54.9), or the OSFAP list

noted (60.6). For paraprofessionals, the finding was reversed: at the

elementary level principals reported about the same number (101.8) as

the district proposals indicated would be provided (110.0); whereas,

at the junior high school level, fewer paraprofessionals on staff were

indicated by principals (31.8) than was indicated in the proposals (68.0),

or on the OSFAP list (61.0).

Examination of the data indicates that the excess of teachers re-

ported by elementary school principals was even more discrepant than

the totals suggest, for the district and OSFAP list includes 10.3 and

9.0 teachers respectively provided to schools in which the principal

responded that be was not an Open Enrollment receiving school and/or was

receiving no services at all. This same phenomenon is apparent at the

junior high school level for paraprofessionals, five of whom were re-

ported as going to schools which disclaimed receipt of any services.

The conclusion from these data is that there is confusion between

the central staff at the Board of Education the district staff responsible
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for the proposal and district program, and the principals of the

schools ultimately receiving services as to what personnel the Open

Enrollment program is supporting.

Perhaps more important is the fact that while the data indicate

that the funds for staff are being used to support the indicated ser-

vices, these staff do not seem to fit the model of new additional staff

specifically recruited to fill roles within a program. Rather, as

noted in the 1968-69 evaluation of the program, these staff continue

to fit the model of services already on a school's table of organization

before the program. The only new element is that the services are now

charged to the account of the budget for this program.

The evaluation staff raises the question of whether this is

fulfilling the spirit and intent of this decentralized Title I program,

to have "service follow the child." It would seem that almost by

definition, the addition to a school of children needing remedial and

supplementary services would require additional personnel,
1 as several

principals also noted.

b. Satisfaction with Paraprofessional Staff

One specific dimension of staffing was studied. Table IV-2

presents the proportions of principals who indicated their satisfaction

with the amount of paraprofessional help available for each of six

kinds of duties listed on the questionnaire.

1The evaluation team sees the wisdom of using experienced staff already

in a school to implement these programs where possible. The point

raised.here is not that specific teachers were already in the schools

but that the specific positions were directed to providing the same

services.
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TABLE Tv -2

PERCENTAGE OF PRINCIPALS INDICATING SATISFACTION

WITH EXTENT OF PARAPROFESSIONAL HELP AVAILABLE

BY DUTY OF PARAPROFESSIONAL

Percent of Principals Selecting Option
I HAVE NONE,
and I do not

I HAVE SOME, I HAVE NONE, see the need
I have but not but I would for any for
enough enough like some the current

DUTY N program

a. Supervise OE
children on
buses

b. Supervise OE
children
during lunch

c. Tutor OE
children on
a one-to-one
basis

d. Help in
instruction
of groups of

68

72

71

9%

6

7

49%

58

27

32%

33

65

10%

3

1

OE children

e. Help prepare
materials for
teachers

f. Make hame
visits and/or
work with
parents of

69

68

6

15

31

38

57 6

OE children 70 4 23 70 3
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As is obvious, (and administratively traditional!) few principals

felt that they had enough paraprofessional help; only in terms of "help

prepare materials for teachers" did more than ten percent of the respond-

ents indicate that they had enough paraprofessionals. Similarly, only

once, in terms of "'supervise Open Enrollment children on buses" did as

many as ten percent of the respondents indicate that while they had no

paraprofessional help for this activity, they saw no need for any. For

supervision on the bus and at lunch,' the modal response was "I bame

some, but not enough";Whereas, for the other activities, one-to-one

tutoring, group instruction,-help prepare teacher materials, and Open

Enrollment parent contacts, the modal response was "I have none, but I

would like some." This then is a clear area of expressed need to which

those who develop future prOposals should give attention.

c. Orientation of Staff and Parents

To a greater extent than in previous evaluations of the Open

Enrollment and other Title I programs, the principals reported'consistent

efforts to orient staff and parents to the program through short-term

orientation sessions, workshops, and in-service programs.

Only one principal in three or four
2 reported no orientation

1When there was no paraprofessional help for lutChroom supervision, the
principals reported supervision by lunchroom aides or teachers. Persons

in these two roles were:used with equaI frequency, and there were no

differences in the supervision reported for Open EnrollMent or reaident

children.

2The number of respondents to this question varied from 64 to 72.
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efforts for parents (31 percent), for paraprofessionals (27 percent),

or for teachers (23 percent). Not only did the large majority report

some orientation efforts, but two out of five reported "continuing

sessions" with teachers (42 percent) and with paraprofessionals (46 percent)'

one in five principals reported such sessions with parents (21 percent).

Materials and Supplies Provided by the Program

a. Those Provided, and Those Ordered but not Provided.

The Principal's Implementation Inventory included a question in-

tended to serve two purposes. First, it was intended to determine if

the materials, equipment and supplies indicated in the districts°

proposals were, in fact, provided. Second, it was intended to provide

principals with the opportunity to indicate what, if any, materials and

equipment had been either ordered and not received as of January, 1970,

or not ordered because of late funding.

The low response rate eliminated the possibility of realizing

the first purpose, since the district proposals presented total district

data on materials and equipment, and did not specify this information

for each receiving school. Thus, if some things were not received at

all by the responding principals, or were received in smaller quantities

than indicated for the district, it is perfectly possible that they were

received in the schools of the nonrespOnding principals. The one piece

of relevant data is the finding that of the 32 specific items or

categories of items which were Co be purchased by at least one district,

same of the responding principals indicated receipt of 28 items or

categories. Thus, although these data do not provide a basis for a

generalization about quantity, they do indicate that the variety of

46
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items to be purchased were actually purchased.

Not one of the 117 responding principals indicated that there

were any materials or equipment that he was "unable to order" because

of late funding. Thus, while there had been sufficient indication of

this problem in previous years to include the question it did not seem

to be a problem in 1969-70.

However, late funding still meant that there were orders which

had not been received as of January 1970. One principal indicated that

he had not yet received an order for 15 of the 32 items listed in the

Inventory. Looked at by school, of the 81 principals who completed

the Inventory, 12 elementary school principals (in five districts) and

four junior high school principals (in two districts) indicated at

least one item which had not been received although ordered. Generally,

no one item of materials stood out as a problem; only four items,

phonographs, cassette-type tape recorders, film strips, and reading

games, were noted by more than two different schools.

b. Satisfaction with Reading, Audiovisual,
and Science Equipment and Material

Table W-3 presents the principals' ratings of reading, audio-

visual, and science equipment and materials based on five different

criteria. The distributions of responses for the three different kinds

of materials were essentially the same, so that one can speak generally.

The majority view was that they were "generally" or "always" available

in sufficient quantities and on time; were "always" appropriate; of

"superior" (but not "very superior") quality; "easy to Use," (but avin,

not "very"); that reading materials were "constantly" used, audiovisual

equipment "often" used, whereas science and laboratory equipment was
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TABLE IV -3

PRINCIPALS' RATING OF
READING, AUDIOVISUAL, AND SCIENCE EQUIPMENT,

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES, IN PERCENTAGES

Criteria Rating

Item Rated:
Audio-

Reading visual
Materials Equipment

I. AVAILABILITY 1. Always easily
available in suf-
ficient quantities
and on time

2. Generally available
in sufficient quan-
tities & on time

3. Obtaining sufficient
quantities a problem

4. Obtaining on time a
problem

5. Obtaining on time &
in sufficient quan-
tities both problems

N = 29 N = 28

Science
and Lab.
Equipment

N = 23

35% 37% 38%

35 26 38

17 15 10

3

10 18 10

II. APPROPRIATE- 1. Always appropriate
NESS for our needs

2. Sometimes appropriate
for our needs

3. Seldom appropriate

56%

44

61%

39

59%

35

for our needs 6

4. Never appropriate
for our needs

III. QUALITY 1. Very superior 4% 8% 6%

2. Superior 63 44
3. Average 33 46 50

4. Inferior
5. Very inferior

IV. EASE OF
USE

1. Very easyto use
2. Easy to use

10%
76

14%
75

14%
67

3. Somewhat difficult
to use 10 7 14

4. Very difficult to
use 5

V. FREQUENCY 1. Constantly used 50% 25% 25%

OF USE 2. Often used 43 57 35
3. Sometimes used 7 30

4. Seldom uned 10
5. Never Used
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equally likely to be rated as used "constantly," "often," or "sometimes."

No principal felt that the materials were ever of "inferior" quality,

and only two felt that they were ever "seldote or "never" appropriate,

or used "seldom" or "never."

Between one-quarter and one-third of the principals felt that

there were problems in obtaining sufficient quantities of materials

early enough for most effective use; a greater proportion reported

this for reading and audiovisual materials than for science materials.

And between eleven and 19 percent of the respondents felt that the

materials were "somewhat" or "very" difficult to use, especially the

science and laboratory equipment.

c. Satisfaction with Current Budgetary Provisions
for Personnel, Materials and Supplies

Principals were asked whether or not there were additional per-

sonnel or additional supplies and materials which were needed by the

Open Enrollment program in their school, but which they had not re-

quested because of budgetary considerations. A majority of the 81

principals responding to these qUestions indicated that budgetary re-

strictions had left them with additional needs for personnel (86 percent)

and for materials and supplies (64 percent).

Within the personnel area, four kinds of needs were identified

by at least one respondent in five. The clearest need was expressed

for additional paraprofessional help, a need stated by half (49 percent)

of the respondents with seven principals specifically noting that they

wanted the paraprofessionals to assist on the bus ride to and from

school each day. The need for corrective reading teachers, guidance

counselors, and corrective mathematics teachers were mentioned by
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32, 26 and 19 percent of the responding principals. Otherwise, no one

kind of staff person was noted by more than seven percent of the principals.

There was no consensus when asked about the specific supplies or

materials needed. At most, 26 percent of the principals noted the need

for more audiovisual materials and equipment without specifying any one

item or instrument. Similarly vague was the request for additional

"remedial" 'materials made by 14 percent of the respondents; or for

additional workbooks or texts in general, noted by 7 percent. NO other

single item was mentioned by more than three principals.

Community Involvement in the
Open Enrollment Program

Principals saw a lot of room for improvement in the extent of

parental and community involvement in the activities of their school.

They also noted more involvement by the receiving community and its

parents than by the sending school community and its parents. In fact,

the distribution of responses for the two kinds of communities were

almost perfectly reversed. Where 68 percent of the principals saw

"little" (55 percent) or "no" (13 percent) participation by the sending

school community and parents, a similar proportion, 70 percent, saw

"some" (41 percent) or a "great deal" (29 percent) of participation

by the receiving school parents and community. To some extent, parent

involvement is a school rather than a district phenomenon. This is in-

dicated by the fact that in reference to both sending and receiving

communities, there were two districts in which at least one principal

indicated "no participation" while another principal indicated a

ft great deal" of participation.
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Principals were also asked for suggestions to improve "school-

parent and school.-community cooperation." Three kinds of suggestions

were made by as many as ten percent of the principals. Sixteen percent

suggested providing transportation and/or carfare to ease the travelling

between school and sending community; 14 percent suggested the creation

of a liaison position to be filled by a family worker to serve as the

contact between the school and the sending community parents; and,

ten percent suggested conducting activities for the sending community

parents in the sending community itself. When asked for suggestions

about parental and community participation, 50 of the 54 suggestions

made by the principals specified the sending community, although the

question asking for suggestions did not.

Principals were also questioned about the extent to which para-

professionals on their staff came from the sending school community.

Of the 77 principals who answered, 65 said that they had paraprofessionals

kn staff. Of these 65, 12 percent reported that between one-fourth and

three-fourths of their paraprofessionals were from the sending

community, and 25 percent of the principals reported that more than

three-fourths of their paraprofessionals were. The remaining 63 percent

reported between none and one-fourth of their paraprofessionals from

the sending schools' community.

Problems in Implementation

Asked to indicate any problems ". . . encountered in the imple-

mentation of the Open Enrollment program in your school," 58 of the
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65 responding principals indicated at least one problem. These 58

principals represent 15 of the 18 districts from which responses

were obtained.1 Five problems were identified by between 14 percent

and 31 percent of the respondents. No other single problem was

noted by more than one percent of the respondents.

The problem noted most frequently was the effect of insufficient

and/or late funding on.personnel, materials, or supplies. This prob-

lem was noted by 39 percent of the principals, involving 25 schools

and eleven separate districts. Some principals expressed it as a

general problem, i.e., "we feel that the concept of 'services follow

the child' has not been implemented," or "we believe that the major

problem is that the Open Enrollment program has not been supplemented

by the kinds of services, materials and assistance that you have indi-

cated in your questionnaire. It is our conviction that we do a superior

job with our Open Enrollment youngsters. However, the introduction of

these items would naturally enhance our efforts." At the extreme is

the principal who noted, "It appears that no additional services or

materials were allocated for 1969-70 for the students in the program.

Whatever is here was here before and the program has been static since

1963."

Next came two problems which were, in a sense, aspects of the

same problem: the inability to secure participation of sending school

parents in school and parental activities, noted by 32 percent of the

respondents, and the difficulty of contacting a sending school parent

in the event a child became ill, or some.other emergency need for con-

tact arose, mentioned-by 20 percent of the principals. In seven

1
In the three districts in which no principal reported a problem,

responses were received from only three schools.
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instances the principal mentioned both aspects of the problem in his

response. This problem, too, cut across schools and districts; 27

different principals from 11 different districts mentioned one or both

aspects.

Problems concerned with the fact that the Open Enrollment children

were bused came next in frequency. Fourteen (21 percent) different

principals from 10 districts mentioned that this resulted in a long day

for the children, lateness, disruptive behavior, and inability to parti-

cipate in afterschool activities. As one principal said, "Some children

from sending community are a distance from school and /it is7 not

feasible to provide corrective reading and tutorial work for them

because of bus schedules and family needs for children to be home immediately

after school." The problem of disruptive behavior on the bus, was also

allied to the lack of personnel discussed before. While it was sometimes

stated without reference to personnel needed, it was also noted that,

"We have often suggested that there be paid supervision on the buses

but this has never come to pass."

The last problem noted with any frequency, involved the "inordinate

percentage of problems in the Open Enrollment population sent from tife

sending school." Although mentioned by principals of nine schools, this

was not a shared observation in the sense that the other four problems

were; all nine principals noting this problem were from schools in

three districts in Brooklyn. Several of these nine responses implied

that the atypically high proportion of behaVior problems occurred because

the sending schools wanted it that way, i.e., "severe disdipline problems

are sent to the receiving school." Others stated it directly, "Guidance
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cases and conduct cases were encouraged to apply for the Open Enrollment

program in our school. . . ," or, "Sending school violates rules of

Open Enrollment program by sending children with guidance services

records which they codceal."

It is of interest to note that in the first evaluation of the

Open Enrollment program conducted under Title I auspices in 1966,
1

this was a frequent problem raised by receiving school.principals in

all boroughs. That evalation staff therefore investigated the school

behavioral records of children who entered the program and compared

them with a sample
2 in terms of behavior in the sending school. The

data from this comparison led to the conclusion that, ". . . considering

only those unsatisfactories received in the sending school, both Open

Enrollment boys and girls had received fewer than the matched sample

children." It may be that this problem should be restudied in those

districts in which principals have raised the question.
3

IDavid J. Fox, Free Choice Open Enrollment - Elementary Schools

(New York: Center for Urban Education, 1966).

2The samples were matched on age, sex, and reading grade as of the

time the Open Enrollment child entered the Open Enrollment program.

3
It was not done in this evaluation because the delay in obtaining

responses from principals made the staff aware of this finding too

late in the year to effectively raise the possibility of adding

this to the official evaluation design. It was the staff's judgement

that, given the reluctant cooperation of principals in other phases

of this evaluation, it was unlikely that the school records needed

for this particular substudy would have been made available without

this official addition to the design.
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It is also of interest historically, that this 1966 evaluation

also cited principals as noting every one of the problems they have

raised in 1970, and in much the same order of seriousness. Clearly,

there has been limited success in eliminating these problems.

TEACHER PERCEPTIONS

Teachers within the six sample districts whose pupils were given

the Pupil Questionnaire were given the opportunity to comment apon

the program through the Teacher's Questionnaire. Sixty-one teachers from

five elementary and four junior high schools sent the questionnaire

back. The reader is reminded that the response rate on the Teacher's

Questionnaire was only 9.5 percent, and so the data discussed below

are suggestive only.

The Teacher's Questionnaire asked the teacher to indicate the

aspects of the Open Enrollment program of which she was aware in her

school, to appraise the effectiveness of the program in her class, to

indicate the strengths and weaknesses of the program, and to make

recommendations for next year.

Aspects Known

At both the elementary and junior high school level, the Open

Enrollment Program meant "extra staff" to the teachers responding.

They mentioned reading teachers, specialists in such areas as music

and science, or'guidance personnel. Consistent with the dominance

of reading among the proposal objectives, at both the eleMentary and

junior high school level, additional poiitions devoted to instruction

in reading were the single most frequent aspect of the program men-7'

tioned by teachers.
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Other than the additional staff, the teachers referred to

special programs instituted in the school or additional materials or

supplies

Effectiveness and Stren ths of Pro ram

At both the elementary and junior high school levels the teachers

who responded appraised the Open Enrollment program in their classes

positively. Only five (3,2)
1 of the 54 who responded to this question

appraised it negatively, and seven others (5,2) expressed neutral or

non-committal appraisals. None of the responses was strongly negative.

The other 42 respondents were either positive (13,12), or what we con-

sidered strongly positive (7,10).

Asked to specify the strengths of the progran, teachers most

often referred to integration (7,11) noting "Opportunity for children

of different backgrounds to share experiences and learn together," or

for ". . interaction of the children who might otherwise never have

contact with either race." And moreover, as one teacher said, "It

destroys myths: when a child of any color is hurt he cries, bleeds, is

moody, etc. The children notice this, they have more in common than

they are different." (Respondent's underlining)

Other strengths noted by the'teachers were the individual help

provided' the Open Enrollment children through the program (3,4), the

small classes (2,4), and the atmosphere of the receiving school (3,2).

"One major strength is that the children are in a school in which

1
The first number in the parenthecis refers to the number of elementary
school respondents, the second number to the junior high school

respondents.
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there are few disciplinary problems and social problems. Those around

the open enrollee want to learn. The open enrollee 'catches' the spirit,

places an. added value on education and tries harder."

Oeaknesses of the Program

There were three weaknesses which were noted by more than five

teachers: the lack of some special personnel needed in the school, such

as guidance staff, or corrective teachers in reading and mathematics

(5,6); the travel time for the children (5,5); and the difficulty in

establishing any teacher-Open Enrollment pareT:t communication (7,4).

Despite the relatively few replies and the few schools involved, these

three, and the lest': frequent teacher responses essentially paralleled

the range of problems discussed by the principals on the Implementation

Inventory. Also interesting was the fact that in two instances teachers

who noted the integration aspect of the program as a strength, also

noted a different dimension of the racial aspect as a weakness; one

noting that "in many subtle ways, the black child is reminded of his

being different, and the dominance of the white culture surrounds him.

He is not being helped to find his identity and be proud of it (respondent's

underline). The other teacher said that the program "isolates the children

and points up the racial barrier."

Recommendations and Other Comments

As typically happens with these two questions, the recommendations

made by the teachers were the programmatic interpretations of the

weaknesses they noted. Thus, they suggested ways of improving teacher-

school and Open Enrollment parent interaction (9,6), and recommended

holding same PTA meetings in the sending neighborhoods, and home visits
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by teachers. They noted that additional staff were needed for the

program (9,8), especially for guidance, corrective reading, and math-

ematics. They also recommended improved admission procedures (6,1),

directed towards screening out disruptive children or children for whom

the trip is excessively long.

Comparing teacher comments in the previous evaluations of the

Open Enrollment program to those received in this one, one notes a

greater concern today with the professional aspects of program imple-

mentation and a more positive opinion overall.
1 The overall positive

tone of the responses of the teachers who did reply is-typified by the

additional comment written by one who noted, "I feel that the Open

Enrollment program challenges the teacher to individualize her program

and work in small groups. Thus, she is better able to meet the needs

of all the children. I feel further that this is implemented in my

school with successful results."

1
Once again the reader is reminded of the low response rate. It may

well be that this finding is a function of the negatively oriented

teacher not responding. However, there is no reason to suspect that
the positive teacher was more likely to respond.
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CHAPTER V

PERCEPTIONS OF MOTHERS AND CHILDREN AND CHILDREN'S ACHIEVEMENT

One phase of the evaluation plan involved obtaining some insight

into the perceptions of parents and children involved in the program.

As noted in Chapter II, in view of past failures to achieve substantial

parental response to mailed questionnaires and interview requests, it

was decided to try a different procedure. Children were sent home with

a prenaid postcard auestionnaire addressed to the child's mother.

Sinca the auestionnaire was designed to fit onto a 91 by 8" card,

it could be completed in a matter of seconds and then put into a mail

box. Nevertheless, the card was returned by only 80 mothers of

resident children, a return rate of 22 percent, and by 17 mothers-of

bused children, a return rate of 10 percent. Given these return

rates neithe-c set of data can be considered representative; they

are summarized below only because the opinions expressed were

sufficiently clear to be of interest.

1'IOTI2RSI PERCEPTIONS

Eighty mothers of resident children responded from schools in

five districts. They had a median of two children in the school,

although there were as many as eight children. A large majority of

the mothers (87 percent) were "satisfied" (57 percent) or "very

satisfied" (30 percent) with the progress their child was makingl.

1Mothers with more than one child in the school were asked to answer in
terms of their oldest child.
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Almost all (96 percent) the mothers of resident children said that they

do go to school for conferences with their child's teacher, most often

during Open School Week, or whenever they were agked tO come. They

reported going to school less often whenever theyi had something to

discuss..

When asked about their Involvement in the school and community,

46 percent considered themselves "active" in the school's Parents

Association, usually as a member (42 percent) rather than as an officer

(4 Percent). In contrast to their involvement in school affairs, only

L. percent of the mothers were currently involved with a*y community

group concerned with education. Those mothers who reported no

activity said it waS because they worked (13 percent), had young

children and therefore no time (6 percent), had no time in general

(6 percent), or lacked sufficient English fluency (6 percent) to

become involved.

Thus, these receiving school mothers who responded can b

characterized as sufficiently involved in education to belong to the

Parents Association, but not community education groups. They were

generally satisfied with the progress their children were making in

school, and felt they were responsive to requests-to come to school

and to Visit the school on Open School Week. A minority.of these

mothers went to school Of.their own volition as well. Interestingly

enough, the small group of sending school mothers who responded ,

reported similar perceptions and activities so that'this summary

paragraPh describes their perceptions an well.
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CHILDREN'S PERCEPTIONS

In five junior high schools students were asked to describe

"their experiences while attending a school in which some children

came from out of the district." A total of 135 students answered the

question, 42 Open Enrollment and 93 resident children.

In the judgment of the evaluation staff the question did not

elicit instructive comments; for example, 32 resident children simply

noted that they lived near the school; two others wrote "nothing" as

their responsei and five Open Enrollment and 12 resident children

wrote various neutral comments, or offered suggestions to the powers-

that-be on how to better run the school. For example one resident

girl observed "I think that the other kids coming from other

districts must be very crowed it
1 so they must build more schools in

New York."

Of the remaining 84 comments of a substantive nature, there

37 bY Open Enrollment and 47 by resident children. Since thiswere

sample is not large enough to be considered representative of the pupil

population of the five schools, the responses summarized below are included

only to give some of the flavor of what was said.

At the most general level the responses provide some insight

into the overall orientation of the pupils. Both groups of pupils

come through as positively oriented; that is, more of the pupils

responded positively (24, 27)2 than negatively (13 20).

1 Spelling and grammatical constructions are unedited.

2The first number presented in:the parentheses refers to the Open

Enrollment children, the second to the resident Children,



Based on the limited sample of respondents the children most

often gave their personal evaluation of the school (25, 23); less

frequently did they comment on the Open Enrollment program

or about travelling (7,9).1

The most direct insight into their feelings abaut school is

provided by the actual words of the children; the following

auotations reflect the positively oriented comments abaut the schools:

(An Open Enrollment child), "I think this sdhool is better than
the one in my area. You can't learn in the area with kids
yelling and careing on. So mY mother told me to come to this

school. So I did. I like it very much."

(A resident child), "It isn't that long a ride to get here, and
most of my friends come here. I like the school and most of
the teachers."

(A resident child), "I get into trouble sometimes. 'My math
teacher always gets me mad. But most of the teachers are all

very nice. Sometimes even my math teacher."

(An Open Enrollment child), "I come from Flatbudh and appreciate
the chance to attend . . . . The neighborhood junior high school
is unpreferable because it presents an element of physical

danger. The travelling from home to school, or vice versa, takes

a long time but it's worth it."

The negatively oriented responses are somewhat more difficult

to quote because the more colorfully eloquent are also obscenely

unprintable. A few selected quotationSabaut the Open Enrollment

schools follow:

(An
Open Enrollment child), " I do not like this school!"

(A resident child), "Alot of fights, gu mentd, etc.'

1The reader is reminded that at the junior high school level resident
children often travel to school too.
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(An Open Enrollment child), "Our school is no good of me,

I hate it so much I blow it Up."

(A resident child), "I don't like it because it does not
have field trips or nothing like that."

The comments about the Open. Enrollment program itself were

also both positive and negative.

(An Open Enrollment child), "Well as you know it feels
kind of funny going to a joint that you never seen
nobody before. You come in knew and people and teacher
look at you like you'll As/ stupid. Like you have four

eyes and all that stuff. It would have been different
if mother hadden of said: I don't want you to go to

this school/i.e., the home school/ I want you to do

this anl all that."

(A resident child), "I don't think it's right for them

to come here because they should go to the school near

them."

(An Open, Enrollment child),,:"I think travelling out of:

your district cording to sChool Is sp.A., SOme people

'traVel Out ofHtheir diatriet becauee they wanttO go to

better schools. I thinkYthis::progiaM isi:verY good."

(k resident child), :"PJ113I
1 ve met:new fiiends:fiom

Manhattan and Jamaica, witch 1 would:of never met if,

it had!nt bin for:the:school."

Of the comments related apecifiCally,to travelling, the

.positiVe responses concentrated on the broadening aspects of going

to different places, and enjoYing the trip and friends. On the

negative aide :Open Enrollment: Childkeri,00mplainefIthat:they,-had to

get up too

them.

several resident Children commiserated
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READING ACETEVaiMMZU

Table V-1 summarizes the aurrent status in reading of 158

children and presents some comparative data from the 1967-68 and

1968-69 evaluations of the centralized Open Enrollment program.

Currently in all grades the majority of Open Enrollment children are

reading below grade level; by grade 7 half of the sample students

were two years below grade expectation. However, the current 1969-70

data do reflect progress when compared to the data from two and' three

years ago. Though the 1969-70 samples are small, it is evldent that

the current fourth fifth and sixth grades are doing better than prior

fourth, fifth and sixth grade samples. The difference is three months

for children in grades four and six and five months for children in

grade five.

This improvement is reflected again in the data presented in

Table V-2 for the sdb-sample of children for whom reading grades were

available for both the 1966-67 and 1969-70 years; these indicate that

whereas from 1966 to 1967 less than half (43 percent) of Open Enroll-

ment children progressed no'rmally, by 1969-1970 slightly more than half

(53 percent) of the children Were prOgresaingmormally.

An analysis of the data by district indicates that the sample

districts varied greatly; in one dietkadt-,--hAif-the-elementary-and----

i

junior high school children within the 81l1-sample showed normal progress

and status. In two other districts normal progress characterized

half, or more:Cf.the elementary,s0hOol:children bUt few Children at

.

the junior high school level were progressing normally.

districte there were

'normal progreSs.

In tWo other:,

fewchildren':ateither'school :level who showed
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CHAPTER VI

THE OBSERVATIONAL VISITS

BUILDING AND SCHOOL-WIDE OBSERVATIONS

At the end of the day of observations, both professional and

parent Observers completed the Building and School-Wide Observation

guide designed to record their impressions about the physical condition

of the school and other aspects of school organization and functioning.

If the data =Building and School-Wide Observations from-pro-

fessional and parent observers had been collected to establish the com-

parability between these two kinds of observers, the reliability

estimates would. be close to perfect. Not only web the overall response

pattern identical, but often the proportions of observers,givIng par

ticular ratings were within a few percentage points of eadh other.

For example, the professionals rated the buildings as clean 100'percent

of the time at the elementary level and 94percent of thetime at the'

junior high sdhOol:level; the parent:observer61 ratings *re 100 per-

cent and 92 percent.. Similarly, the'professional obserVers rated the

'buildings as attmaCtive 100 percent ank82 percent of the time;:thase

ratings were paralleled by the parenVratings of 100 percent and 83 per7,

cent. Both 18,percentLof.the professional observers And1.8 percent Apf

:.the 'parent observers rated the sciencaboratories Os "POor.r., The:

results presented below aummatiZe theiratings of theHprofessiOnals,

although ratingi of parent observers could have:beenused asevell.
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There were no consistent differences among districts in any of

the aspects rated. The discussion below will present separate data for

the nine elementary and eight junior high school levels in parentheses.

Generally, the school buildings were appraised positively by the

observers; at the elementary level, at least 88 percent of the ratings of

physical characteristics were positive; half or mome were extremely posi-

tive. In contrast, 31 percent of the ratings of junior high schools were

negative, and more often than not the modal rating, while "good," was

less than "very good."

Considering the specific criteria, the buildings were almost

always rated as "clean," (100 percent, 94 percent) and "attractive" (100

percent 82 percent). Moreovsr, in most instances the cleanliness WAS

considered "very good" as was the "attractiveness."

The attractiveness of the classrooms at tho elementary level was

always well rated; this wss not so at the junior high school level, where

only approximately 69 pexyent of the classrooms were considered attractive

and one in three was considered "poor."

Lighting conditions were almost always rated as satisfactory in

both classrooms and corridors. Most of the schools visited had science

rooms and/Or science laboratories (82 percent, 92 percent). In those

schools with science facilities, 1414 percent of those at the elementary

level were rated as "satisfactox7" and 56 percent were rated as "very

well" equipped. Approximately 18 percent of the junior high school

science facilities were rated as "pcorli equipped," with 36 percent

rated as "satisfactorily' and 46 percent rated as "very well" equipped.

68
;
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Libraries also were rated positively, considered "attractive"

in 50 percent of the elementary schools and 44 percent of the junior

high schools. There was an "adequate" collection of books (40 percent,

40 percent) available for use.

All nine elementary and seven junior high schools had lunchroom

facilities. Observers were asked to visit the lunchrooms while they

were in use so that they could indicate the nature of the dbserved

seating arrangements. In 69 percent of the observations at the elemen-

tagy level, the observers thought the children had been seated by grade

or class. In the remaining instances, the observers indicated that

seating arrangements had been determined. by a teacher or other adult,

or by the children themselves.

A final observation involved the deMeanor of children in the halls,

and, at the junior high school level, during the change of periods.

When children were in the halls the dbservers were to determine why.

Usually, they were on sal errand (81 percent, 35 percent), or on the way

for a drink or to the bathroam (62 percent, 41 percent). At the junior

high school level, children were occasionally seen in the halls without

permission. At the elementary level the children in the halls were

rated as qpiet, but at the junior blgh school level only 64 percent of

the observations rated the children quiet and 18 percent of the observa-

tions noted fighting. Asked specifically to comment on the change of

period at the junior high' school level three out of four times the obser-

vations rated it "orderly;" when it was not, excessive noise, or racing

through the halls, in addition to the fighting mentioned above were noted.
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IN-CLASS OBSERVATIONS OF GENERAL PROGRAMS
BY THE PROFESSIONAL OBSERVERS

As noted earlier, 70 lessons were observe& at the elementary

level and 65 at the junior high school level by the professional members

of the observation team.

Lscrip.tive Aspects of the Lessons

In half the visits at the elementary level, the observers could

not be sure who the Open. Enrollment children were; at the junior high

level they were sure in only 32 percent of the classes. When they were

certain it was because they felt that all of the racially different

children were Open Enrollment children, or because they perceived clear

differences in accent, or in dress or other overt appearance of economic

status.

In almost every observation (98 percent), the lesson was taught

by the regular teacher; in 92 percent of the observations this was the

only teacher in the roan. In the few instances in which another adult

was present, it was a student teacher or a teacher aide (seven lessons,

all in one district). The aides were usually working with individual

children or with a group of children.

The obserNers felt that their presence was taken as a reasonable

intrusion, for in only Li. percent of the elementary, and 5 percent of

the junior high lessons did they report feeling that they saw a lesson

which was "not at all typical." Rather, they considered the lessons

either Taixle typical (35 percent, 37 percent) or "campletely"

1
As in previous chapters, the first number in the parenthesis refers to

the finding for the elementary school level, the second number to the

junior high school level.
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typical (61 percent, 58 percent). Not oray did the dbservers feel that

the teacher tended to ignore them but in dbout 80 percent of the observa-

tions they felt that the "class appeared not to notice the observer after

a few minutes." When the children did notice the observers, tbey "turned

frequently to look at them" (14 percent, 12 percent). In very few inp.

stances did the children speak to the observers or try to involve them

in activities.

,
Planning. Organization and Olassroop Atmosphere

In most instances the observers saw lessons involving whole class

instruction, but at both school levels there were classes in which children

were receiving individual instruction (22 percent, 28 percent), and in

which classes were divided into smaller groups for purposes of instruction

(35 percent, 8 percent). Not only was grouping used four times as

frequently on the elementary level, but there were also district differences.

At the junior high school level there was only one district in which classes

with individual instruction were more frequent than whole class instruction.

At the elementary level, grouping was seen consistently in only one dis-

trict.

At the elementary level, the observers generally rated the lessons

as "organized and planned" (49 percent), and "exceptionally well organized

and planned" (26 percent). Only rarely were lessons at this level rated

as showing "few," or "no," or "some" signs of planning. In contrast the

lessons observed at the junior high school level were rated as showing

ff or only "some," signs of planning as often (49 percent)

71



63

as they were rated as being "planned" or "well planned" (51 percent

The extreme negative rating was given by the observers twice as

often at the junior high school level (15 percent) as at the elemen

tary level (8 percent).

Similarly, the observers rated the teachers' expectations for

the children as "about right for most of the children" more often at

the elementary level (68 percent) than at the junior high level

(52 percent). There were level differences too, in the kind of

inappropriate expectations the observers felt they saw expressed:

at the junior high school level the observers felt that teachers

were communicating expectations which were too high as often as

expectations which were too low (24 percent each). However, at the

elementary level the dbservers felt that the expectations teachers

expressed, or implied, were more often too low (20 percent) than

too high (12 percent).

Given a checklist to describe classroom atmosphere, the

observers almost always chose options which described the classroom

as either "completely" relaxed (43 percent, 37 percent), or, re-

laxed "for the most part" (48 percent, 51 percent). Similarly,

when at a different point in the ID3H they were asked to describe

the atmosphere in their own words, the observers almost alwaYs

(92 percent, 85 percent) used positive descriptions such as 'warm,"

"relaxed," "orderly," or reflecting a "good relationship." In the

minority of instances when the classroom atmosphere was described

negatively, and this occurred more often at the junior high level,
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the children, were described as being "restless" or seeming "bored"

(4 Percent, 10 percent), or the teacher was seen as "authoritarian"

or "punitive" (4 percent, 5 percent),

yja_oLgs.4fi_teal__gaumjapandomAearance

In almost every class at the elementary level, and in, more

than three-fourths of the classes at the junior high level, there

were materials and displays in the classroom.

Tdble VI-1 presents the distribution of the observer ratings

of materials displayel and used in the lessons. For every one of the

five aspects rated, there were differences between the elementary

and junior high schools in the extreme ratings. In general, the

material aspects used in the elementary lessons tended to be rated

as "completely" achieved almost twice as frequently as the junior

high lessons.

Considering the separate aspects rated, the elementary school

lessons were most frequently "completely" characterized by a clean

classroom (60 percent), sufficiency of materials (66 percent), and

a fairly good relationship between materials and the skills taught

(48 percent). The observers felt that the appropriateness of mater-

ials and displays, and the interest and stimulation level of the

materials was "achieved for the most part" in 50 percent and 47

percent of the observations. This last aspect and:the relationship

of material to skills were the most frequently reported areas of

weakness.
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TABLE VI-1

.
PROFESSIONAL OBSERVERS RATING OF CLASSROOM

AND MATERIAISI BY LEVEL IN PERCENTAGES

ASPECT

Percent Assigning a Rating Of:

Completely
Achieved

For Most Part
Achieved

Not
Achieved

Elem JH Elem JH Elem JH

Cleanliness of Classroom 60% 42% 38% 39% 2% 19%

Appropriateness of
materials and displays 44 8 50 614 . 6 '28

Relevance of materials
to skills being taught 48 25 34 41 18 34

Sufficiency of materials 66 42 23 30 11 28

Interest and stimulation
level of materials 32 14 46 35 22 51

;;.!
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At the junior high school level, the cleanliness of the rooms

and the sufficiency of materials were rated as "completely" achieved

in 42 percent of the lessons. The same areas of weakness were seen

as at the elementary level. The interestAtimulation level, and

the relationship of the materials to the skills being taught was

seen as negative in 51 percent and 34 percent of the lessons

respectively.

Finally, the observers were asked to note the use of "any

innovative methods or materials" in the lesson. At both levels,

there were few instances where innovative methods or materials were

noted. In the instances where they found some innovation (30

percent, 20 percent) they noted the use of certain materials such

as films, reading aids, and charts, but did not specify any

particular instructional techniques.

Observers' Ratings of Children's Res onses

Table VI-2 presents data on the percentage of lessons in which

observers reported seeing specific kinds of behavior or reactions

by children reflecting their response to tha lesson and school.

Generally, looking across all of the categories and items,

the distributions for the elementary and junior high school lessons

observed were similar. There were seven items which a clear

majority of the professional observers (between 55 percent and 90

percent) believed characterized the children in the classes they

watched; the children "were well behaved for all or almost all of

the period"; understood the "teacher's spoken word"; were working

15
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TABLE VI-2

THE PERCENTAGE OF LESSONS IN WITCH OBSERVERS SAW SPECIFIC

KINDS OF BEHAVIOR AND/OR REACTIONS BY CHILDREN

Percentage of lessons in Which
Indicated Behavior Was Seen Byt

Behavior or Reactiona

Professional
Observers at:

Parent b
Observers at:

Elem.
Level

Jr. High
Level

Elem..: Jr. High
LeveI- Level

1. Interest Shown:
a. Sustained for period 77% 59% 69% 63%

b. Sustained for half period 16 24 25 22

c. Sustained for little of period 7 17 6 15

20 Children well-behaved for:
a. All or almost all period 90 81 81 71

b. About half-period 5 13 15 18

c. Little of period 5 6 4 10

3. Active Participation for:
a. All or almost all period 71 55 69 61

b. About half period 18 28 25 22

c, Little of period 11 17 6 17

4. Nature of Participation:
a. Working at tasks appropriate

to their ability levels 82
b. Raising hands to teacher questions 25
c. Attentive listening 24
d. Taking obvious interest in

individual tasks 15

e. Being actively involved in
class discussion 11

f. Being involved in discussion
with other children 10

g. Aaising hands spontaneously 10

5. Other Reactions:
a. Displaying adequate understand-

ing of teacher's spoken word 89
b. Appearing comfortable in class 85

c. Displaying good verbal fluency 66
d. Presenting serious discipline

problems

69 c

23 53
22 49

10 30

15 21

11 21
10 42

87 c

83 c

61 c

lig

37

9

37

23
35

c
c

1 3

apor categOries 122,.and 3 the dbserver coulcIchoose,only'one of the
three sub.rcategories and:so these,three add to, 100 percent within each

category. For:categOriet,4 and 5 they:cOuldHcheck as Many sitb.r.'
categories,as they considered:appropriate.

bThe last,twO cOlumns of the Table'arediscUssed in,sectiOn C of this
.Chapter, Where the:data in Category 4:from professional.and Parent

members Of-the tesoare Compared.

cThere werehot enough replies to these itemb by the parent observers
to warrant:presenting the data.H
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at tasks appropriate to their ability levels; appeared comfortable

in class; showed "sustained Interest for all or almost all of the

period"; actively participated for "all or almost all" of the

lesson; and displayed good verbal fluency.

Other than the behavior patterns mentioned above, no one

kind of-behavior was ascribed to the children In more than 25

percent of the lessons.

Ratings of Teacher's Performance

Gbservers rated seven specific aspects of teacher performance,

and the overall quality of the lesson. The distribution of the

ratings is presented in Table VI-3. At both school levels the

overall distribution of ratings was positive, and more.consistently

positive at the elementary level. For example, at the elementary

level a median of 59 percent of the ratings was above average. At

the junior high level, a median of 50 percent of the ratings was

above average.

Teachers were most consistently rated "effective or very

effective" in maintaining discipline (84 percent, 67 percent); in

their use of the particular teaching method they had chosen (62

percent, 51 percent); and in their ability to encourage children's

participation (59 percent, 50 percent).

The observers' overall ratings of the quality of the lesson

were generally positive. At each level about half (50 percent, 46

percent) of the ratings were either "excellent" (18 percent at each

level), or "very good" (32 percent, 28 percent) with most of the

77
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remainder rated as "satisfactory" (24 percent, 22 percent), or

"fair" (24 percent, 20 percent). Only a few (1 percent, 12 percent)

of the lessons were rated as "poor."

Strengths and Weaknesses Reported by Gbservers

Gbservers made a.total of 114 (68, 46) comments on the

strengths of the lessons seen, and 92 (59, 33) comments on weaknesses.

Be one kind of weakness characterized the junior high school

lessons. Three or four observers noted such weaknesses as "lack

of or poor pupil motivation," the 111 pace of the lesson," the "lack

of individual attention," the "lack of student expressiOn," and-

"reutine, mechanical, uncreative lessons." HoweVer, the low

frequencies and lack of consensus within the school.do not permit

any generalizations about the weaknesses of the lessens at the

junior high school level.

In contrast, at the elementary level therewas cOnsensus.

Thirty-three percent of the weaknesses noted can be categorized as

involving "routine, mechanical, uncreatiVe lesSons." No other kind

of weakness was common to more than 15 percent of the lessens; less

frequent comments which were the same-as those.at the junior high

school leve2vreferred to "lack of or poor pupil Motation4" "lack

of student expression or interaction;" andH"Iack of:variety in

visual aids and teachingslaterials.": In genera], almost alI of the

weaknesses at either leVel Oeuidte 'Considered Methodolegical

only a few obberVerth commented on the perrSonalHqUalities Of theteacher.
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On the other hand, the observers' perceptions of strengths,

at both the elementary and junior high school level, most often

concerned the personal "qualities of the teacher" (30 percent, 33

percent). Other than references to the qualities of the teacher,

the observers noted the following strengths; "opportunity

5rovided.7 for individual work," the sound 'pacing," the"children's

Sigh7 level of interest," or the "creative use of materials."

IN-CLASS OBSHRVATIONS OF GENERAL PROGRAMS

BY PARENT OBSERVERS

Am noted earlier, the parent members of the obseryation team0,

visited classes in the company of the professional members,of the team,

but completed the Parent Observer Form of the ILOR independently.

At the elementary level 57 Parent-ILORs were completed; at the junior

high school level there were 55. The Parent-ILOR contained a

selection of questions from the Basic ILOR (see Appendix: B)

referring to Descriptive Information; Planning, Organization and

Classroom Atmosphere; and Children's Responses. It concluded with

a question unique to that form, asking if, on the basis.of their

Observation they would like their child "to be in this class even if

he had to be bused in order to attend."

For many of the questions in both the Parent-ILOR and the

basic-ILOR, the data reported in the sections mentioned above apply

equally well to those obtained from tha analyses of the Parent Forms

of the ILOR. Like the professional observers, the parents had

difficulty in identifying the Open Enrollment children at the junior
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high school level (64 percent were not sure they could) but were able

to do this more often at the elementary level (60 percent were

sure they could). The criteria were the same as those umed by the

professionals, primwrily race or other aspect of appearance. In

almost identical proportions they reported infreauent observation

of either individualized instruction (24 percent, 23 percent), or

grouping (35 percent, 8 percent)1.

They felt, as the professionals had, that the class appeared

"not to notice" them after a few minutes (63 percent
2

, 81 percent),

except in the one district in which the professionals, too, had

noted that at the elementary level the children "turned frequently

to look at the observer" (22 percent, 4 percent).

The one point of consistent difference between the observers

is evident in Table V-I; response for response, the parents reported

seeing certain kinds of pupil behavior at least twice, and as manY

as four times more often than the professional observers. The

professional members of the team seem much less willing to label

children's activity as "attentive listening" or "spontaneous

raising of hands" than were the parents.

1 For the reader's convenience, the six comparable percents for the

professionals were 75 percent, 50 percent; 28 percent, 28 percent;

and 35 percent, 8 percent,

2 The Parent observers felt noticed more often at the elementary level

than the professionals thought they had been, for in 82 percent of

the lessons the professionals felt the children appeared not to

notice them.

81
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As a group the responses of the parent observers indicate some

lack of certainty as to whether or not they would be inclined towards

busing their child to the school they had just visited. Overall, for

schools at the elementary level, 47 percent said they would like the

idea, 29 percent would not, and the other 24 percent were not sure.

This seema to depend on the district involved to some extent, as

indicated by the finclinc that in two districts all the parent

observers said "no" or "not sure," while in the three other districts

the "yes" predominated.

For the junior high schools, 36 percent of the parents said

"yes," 39 percent said "no," and 25 percent were "not sure" whether

they'd send their children to the school.

When asked to state reasons, parents who would consider sending

their children mentioned good teachers (six), class interested and

involved (six), and good program (three). Reasons why parents would

not consider sending their children included:"my child is at a lower

level" (two), poor lesson (two), not involved (two), poor discipline

(three), too many distractions (three).

OBSERVATIONS OF SPECIAL PROGRAMS

BY PROFESSIONAL OBSERVERS

Remedial ReFtainio: Activities

Because of the emphasis in the districts' proposals on remedial

work in reading, this was one of the areas singled out for further

study. Two of the sample districts had a particularly heavy emphasis

on remedial work in reading. At least one remedial reading class or
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group at the elementary level was observed in four of the six sample

districts; at the junior high school level, classes were observed

in all six sample districts. In all, observers visited 21 remedial

groups at the elementary, and 19 at the junior high school level.

The distribution of observations by district reflected the district's

emphasis on remedial reading; 17 of the 21 groups observed at the

elementary level and 12 of the 19 observed at the junior high school

level were in the two districts which emphasized reading. There-

fore, special note will be made of any special characteristics in

these districts in the discussion below.

a. Facilities, Organization, and Materials

At the elementary level remedial reading instruction most

frequently took place in a room "primarily set up for remedial

reading" (63 percent), but at the junior high school level the

instruction usually took place in an ordinary classroom (63

percent).

The skills taught were phonics or word attack (54 percent at

the elementary level, 11 percent at the junior high school level);

comprehension and language practice (42 percent, 31 percent); and

vocdbulary (33 percent, 31 percent) . Oral expression and pronun-

ciation or listening skills were taught less often.

At both school levels, the groups were usually (77 percent, 88

percent) homogeneous in ability, as determined by the observer in

consultation with the teacher. Moreover, having first estimated the
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ability level of the group, the observers usually considered the

instruction "appropriate for all or most" of the children in the

group (84 percent, 71 percent). The only instances where observers

indicated that the skills were "appropriate for few or none" of the

children in the group were in two cases at the junior high school

level in the same "heavy emphasis" district.

The dbservers were asked to note materials and devices used or

evident in the classroom where instruction took place. They noted

the following: Sullivan Programed Readers (46 percent, 45 percent);

workbooks (28 percent, 22 percent); practice readers (22 percent,

22 percent); tradebooks (28 percent, 11 percent); and film materials

(22 percent, 4 percent).

Generally, the observers felt that the materials and devices

in use during the group were related to the particular skill or

ability in which the child was deficient (79 percent, 83 percent).

In one heavy emphasis district, materials for all elementary graups

were rated as related to what the child needed, but this was so in

only half of the junior high level ratings. In the other district,

the opposite pattern obtained and it was the materials for the junior

high school groups which were always seen as related to the child's needs.

Observers were also given a list of materials and devices,

developed from the districts' proposals, and were anked to check those

present in the room. Observers consistently found these materials

and devices more often at the elementary than at the junior high school

level. No material or device was seen in more than half of the junior

84
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high school rooms and, in fact, only skill workbooks (47 percent) and

reading laboratories (42 percent) were seen in more than one-quarter

of the rooms. In contrast, eight of the 12 items listed were present

in at least 38 percent of the elementary level rooms, and five of

the eight were present in half or more of them. Those seen most

frequently, between 52 and 62 percent, in the elementary level

rooms were, in decreasing freauency: skill workbooks, basic readers,

tradd books, picture cards, and reading games. Less freauently

6bserved, in 38 to 42 percent of the elementary rooms, were basal

reader work books, experiential reading materials, and reading

laboratories. Relatively infrequent at both levsls, observed between

0 and 19 percent of the time,were quick flash devices, pacers, tape

recorders, and newspapers.

b. Selection, Methodology and Continuity

Based on information 6btained from remedial teachers, the 6bser-

vers reported that the Metropolitan Achievement Test was the criterion

used most to select children for the remedial classes (62 percent,

74 percent). Teacher recommendation was the only other criterion

mentioned with considerable frequency (52 percent, 32 percent).

Teachers also mentioned referrals from the guidance counselor (19

percent, 16 percent), or one of the school administrators (23 per-

cent, 11 percent), and on occasion, at the reauest of the child

(14 percent, 11 percent) or a parent (14 percent, 0 percent). In one

Of the heavy-emphasis districts only the Metropolitan Achievement

Test or teacher recommendations were used, but in the other all of

the criteria above were noted except for parent reouest.
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The Metropolitan Achievement Test was the usual basis for

deciding if a child cauld be considered to have completed his

remedial work (42 percent, 48 percent); the judgment of the corrective

reading teacher (38 percent, 10 percent), or the child's regular

classroom teacher (28 percent, 10 percent) were used as a basis less

often. 'The heavy-emPhasis district, Which selected children on the

basis of the Metropolitan Achievement Test or regular teacher

referral, based its decision to terminate remedial instruction on the

Metropolitan Achievement Test or the judgment of the corrective

reading teacher. The other heavy-emphasis district used all three

bases.

The corrective reading teachers were asked haw remedial reading,

was worked into the school's regular program. At the junior high

school level, this was usually accomplished by programming the

remedial instruction into the child's regular schedtle (86 percent).

Otherwise the remedial classes were held at specified times and

the child had to miss that part of his regular schedtle (14 percent).

At the elementary level the pattern was reversed: usually classes

were held at specified times (59 percent), and less often made

part of the child's regular program (41 percent). The corrective

reading teachers at the elementary level indicated that when a

child was taken from his regular class an attempt was made to.avoid

his missing academl.,c subjects (35 percent) or non-academic subjects

(53 percent). Only 5 percent of junior high school teachera

indicated attention to either consideration.
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The observers considered that the methods they saw provided a

"systematic sequence of skills" for "every, or almost every child"

(56 percent, 63 percent). When this was not provided, they considered

that a systematic sequence was provided for more than half of the

group (32 percent, 26 percent). At the junior high school level,

the only instances when the observers considered that systematic

sequential instruction was provided for fewer than half of the

children was in one of the heavy-emphasis districts.

In most of the lessons observed (72 percent, 68 percent) an

opportunity was provided for silent reading before pupils read aloud,

exercises in workbooks, or pupils reading and working on comprehension

questions.

There were consistent efforts made by the teachers to establish

continuity, both through diagnostic procedures (93 percent, 54 per-

cent) and by tying the lesson to regular classwork. Although

continuity with tegular classwork could not be rated in about half

of the lessons, of the eight lessons at each school level in which it

could be rated, most (five elementary and six junior high) lessons

involved some tie-in effort through conferences between the teachers

or by using related or common content.

Guidance Activities

A variety of guidance activities were included In the district

programs Observed. The activities included group guidance classes,

parent workshops conducted by guidance counselors, individual
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counseling, and group counseling. Except for individual counseling

sessions, the other activities were observed by the guidance members

of the observation team who also had conferenzes with guidance

personnel in three districts.

In comparison to basic instruction during a regular school

day, or classes devoted to remedial reading, the goals and methods of

the guidance counselor are mach less structured; the guidance members

and the other members of the evaluation team preparing this report

agree that most of what they saw in the area of guidance was a

function of the interaction of a particular guidance counselor and

his particular client audience and thus do not necessarily reflect

similar interactions by other counselors interacting with other

audiences. Therefore, no numerical smmmary of these observations

has been attempted. Instead the section below presents a summary

of the observers' impressions of what they saw.

a. Conferences with Guidance Personnel

Three of the four professional guidance observers assigned

to a district held conferences or interviews with one or more of

the district's guidance personnel. TWO of the three guidance

Observers reported that guidance counselors were most concerned with

such areas as vocational choice, narcotics, and conduct. Problems such

as truancy, lateness, and other behavioral problems are considered

conduct problems. One guidance counselor lelt that the long bus

rides, 40 to 75 minutes, as well as frequent disruptions on the bus,

adversely affected the children's school performance and psychological

elr 88
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state. This counselor felt that the Open Enrollment program was

beneficial only to those children who were among the better students

in their home schools. In his opinion, those who were far behind

to begin with had not benefited from the program.

Another guidance counselor reported holding a series of evening

parent workshons on drugs, sex education, school record cards, but

said that mostly receiving school parents attended. He felt that manY

parents were nressuring children and were overly concerned with grades.

The guidance observer in the third district had an opportunity

to talk with the district's social worker, psychologist and guidance

counselor. The observer was impressed by the competence of these

nersonnel who were operating a form of psychological clinic; the

observer described their activities and roles as "very traditional

to their respective professions."

b. Group Counseling and Guidance

One observer visited one group counseling and one group

guidance session in two separate districts. In the groun guidance

class the observer found the children snontaneous and articulate. Be

felt that they were attentive and interested, even excited because

the discussion was related to their needs. However, he felt that

because the guidance counselor was unable or unwilling to handle

the feelings exmrassed, the session deteriorated at the end and

became a recitation session of good citizenship.

The group counseling session was less successful in the observeA
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opinion. The Observer felt that the counselor had trouble controlling

the group and that as a result, there was no cohesion or direction in

the group. Only a few of the boys spoke and there was little inter

change observed. The observer felt that the counselor talked too

much, and on at least one occasion, squelched the boys' desire to

discuss a problem. Moreover, the observer thought that the

counselor seemed driven to perform for the observer. The Observer's

summation of the session was that the time was poorly used that day.

Despite the adverse comments, the Observer said that the students

were stimulated by the discussion and "in terms of the need for

guidance and the students' response and willingness to participate,

there is little question of the worth of a program like this." In

addition, the observer felt that under less strained circumstances,

i.e., when not being observed, the group counseling class might be

more productive than it was that day.

c. Parent Workshops

Three parent workshops run by guidance counselors were Observed

in two different districts. One workshop was Observed by two

professional Observers and one parent Observer. All three members

of the observation team agreed that much in the workshop was cliche.

However, the parent observer pointed aut that there is often much

truth in cliche's In regard to daily living. It is interesting to

note that all three Observers reported that the mothers attending

seemed to enjoy the discussion, although One observer reported that

the meeting was loosely run and conversational in nature. That

OW+ 20
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observer felt bhat the workshop could be considered successful only

if its intent was to provide information on a superficial level.

Another observer of this same workshop reported that the guidance

counselor took a non-directive role, made few comments and did little

to lead the parents to a further exploration of their thinking.

A third professional observed two other parents1 workshops.

In the first one he found the guidance counselor warm and enthusiastic,

and able to explain materials for home use to parents so they could

understand. However, the counselor did not provide enough opportunity

for free exploration of a problem. The second workshop was more open

and spontaneous than the first, and most of the Parents made at least

one contribution to the discussion. The guidance counselor did not

impose her opinions on the parents. The observer felt that the

counselor was not too sure of herself and was overly dependent on

the guide sheet provlded by the district office. In one instance

the observer felt that an effective job was being done, and in

the second instance that the total impact of the session was more

positive than negative.

d. Overall Impressions

The guidance members of the observation teams specified some

weaknesses in what they saw and heard. They considered the following

of most significance: 1) there was little time available for work

with groups of carefully selected children 2) counselors were too

busy with high school applications, 3) there was an excessive amount

of paper work for the counselor, 4) when parent programs were scheduled
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for the middle of the day, working parents and those with small

children at home could not participate, and 5) the guidance staff was

not aware of the contrfbution the district Open Enrollment program

was making to the fmnding of their position and/Or program.

Three of the professional guidance 6bservers made recommendations

for strengthening the guidance program: 1) tbare should be more

teacher-parent involvement in establishing goals, 2) there should be

secretarial aid(e) for guidance counselors to free them for more

creative work in student relationships, 3) there should be less

paperwork, 4) there should be a way to extend the program to the

home--perhaps through use of paraprofessionals--to enhance the

usefulness of the program, 5) parent (workshop) meetings should be

more frequent and better structured, 6) where possible a professional

skilled in group therapy or a guidance counselor trained by a

therapist should be used in the program.

Other Special Projects or Programs

In the course of the Open Enrollment evaluation, visits were

made to four special programs going on in two districts, three in

District 11 and one in District 22. Since each of these programs

was unique, the members of the observation teams were adked to

submit anecdotal records of their observations in addition to

completing the applicable Instruments.

a. Reading Resource Room, District 11

According to the proposal for District 11, a Reading Resource
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Room was to be established at the District Office to provide in

depth service to three schools in the District, and to the target

population in the Open T3nrollment schools. The district proposal

notes that:

In this room there will be model setups of the newer programs,
materials and approaches in the teaching of reading, and a
production center for the Producing of materials for use In

classrooms and in connoction with special programs such as ths

School Bus Aides Education Program, the Language Arts and

Social Studies Materials Production Program, the Reading

Counseling Teams Program, and the Parent Volunteer Reading

Helpers Program.

The room will also serve as a reference center and conference

room for training teachers and other personnel involved in

various aspects of these programs, under the direction of the

District Reading Consultant.

The observation team for this program consisted of three

professional observers (specialists in elementary education, human

and community relations, and multi-media and audiovisual techniques),

and two parent observers. The team divided in two, with each subteam

spending half a day in the district office looking at the materials

and equipment used in the program, and ths other half day in a

school or schools observing the program in operation. The district

rsading coordinator and 9udiovisual coordinator graciously made

themselves available as guides and consultants for the day. In

general, the observation team was "much impressed by our visit to

the District Office and its Audiovisual and Reading Resource Room,

and by the many materials and the varied equipment on display and

available for loan to schools," although they were disappointed that

such materials were not usually present in classrooms, and noted that
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they. seldom observed utilization of-these instructional aids.

One member of the Observation team characterized the program as

".. .a good example of what a decentralized school district can do to

further the more responsive use of audiovisual materials in the

schools." He felt that the professional and paraprofessional staff

members assigned to the program showed great enthusiasm. Els

further comments follow:

Althaugh enthusiasm is not effectiveness it is, however, the

first step in getting these materials used effectively in the

classroom. In this regard, the wise choice of materials and

equipment, and the careful training of aides In their ume, has

released a lot of creative energy on the part of the profes-

sional staff. The result is a surprising amaunt of well made

audiovisual teaching materials, and even some well thought

out student projects.

The equipment available for use In the schools is well suited to

the technical competence of the paraprofessions, teachers, and

students who operate it. Each machine is the simplest of its

kind available: cassette recorders, Instamatic cameras and

Carousel slide projectors, and Thermofax copiers. These

machines also provide the most flexible kinds of materials

for use in the classroom, with small groups, and in individual-

ized instruction. Certain more sophisticated equipment, however,

is reserved for use by the more highly trained personnel in

the district office. By placing the simpler ecuipment in the

schools, a high degree of successful production was Insured at

minimal cost In equipment and materials.. And keePing the
complicated machinery In the hande of trained professionals
permitted district wide distribution of more sophistiCated

materials while minimizing the investment in Costly equipment

and making the most efficient use of the time needed for these

complicated projects.

The uses to which this equipment was put were quite interesting.

The Chairman of the Social Studies department of one school had

produced, with the help of the aide assigned to his program,

numerous transparencies and a number of slide sets and slide

plus sound presentations. These were imaginative and made
excellent use of magazine, book and newspaper pictures. These

materials were beiAg used to revamp the entire Social Studies

curriculum so that "discovery" methods could be made more
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central to the learning process.

In the English department it was again the Department Chairman
who was directly involved, with the help of an aide, in the
production of materials. These materials were not used to
change the curriculum, however, but to simplify teaching in
areas that are difficult for regular as well as Open Enrollment
students Shakespeare, for instance. There was also a great
deal of concentration by the aide on tutoring Open Enrollment
students in reading. And this too required the production of
audiovisual materials since there seems to be a lack of
remedial reading materials for use on the Junior High School
level. A large amount of simple reading material had been
produced using the thermal copier and the ditto machine, and
a tape recorder was used for student self-evaluation and to
keep a record of individual progress in reading. Both the
aide and the department chairman felt that the tutoring program
would never have succeeded without these materials, and they
have been able to use these materials as the impetus for some
volunteer tutoring by parents.

At the district office a number of other audiovisual projects
were also available for inspection. These were somewhat more
erratic in quality than those previously seen, but the best
of these materials were excellently produced. This work also
included several well executed student projects.

The district has supported the materials production program by
providing personnel, work space and equipment. Since equipment
purchase was not originally eligible for federal funding,
such support was an absolute necessity if the program were to
be effective from the beginning. The grant has subsequently
been amended to include equipment, but the nucleus of equipment
purchased by the district has made the program fUlly operational
a year sooner than would have been possible otherwise.

A curious omission in this program is in the area of non-
English speaking students. I was told that 2,000 of the 5,000
Open Enrollment students were from Spanish speaking homes, but
that none of the aides knew Spanish and no materials were
produced specifically for these students. Since the project
proposal states that non-English speaking students on the early
elementary level are a particular target group this omission is
hard to understand, and no explanation was given me.

Generally speaking, this program seems well conceived, organized
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and administered. There is a great deal of enthusiasm and hard
work, particularly because the teachers and aides seem to feel
that the materials have really helped the Open Enrollment
students benefit from their transfer to a new district. This was
an impression that they had gained informally, by watching
the students progress, and through regular test scores. It
also seems successful because the professional people involved
have been able quickly and easily to produce what they needed
and immediately put the material to work. They no longer seemed
preoccupied with materials and equipment and the time needed
to use them. These dbstacles had. been minimized or eliminated
so that they could concentrate on teaching.

b. Project Re-entry, District 11

The second special project observed in District 11 was Project

Re-entry. The district proposal describes it in the following way:

Pyoject Re-entry is a two-pronged program directed toward the
prevention of school dropouts through intensive counseling of
the pupils in the program (indluding home visits and parental
involvement) and through small group and individual remedial
work in basic school subjects, all conducted at the crucial
junior high and intermediate school level.

The Project will serve 200 students selected specifically
from the Open Enrollment population which attends the Junior
High and Intermediate Schools of District 11.

At the Project Re-entry units, a total of six teachers and
two educational assistants will provide educational services
in basic tool subjects such as reading and mathematics. Each
unit will have a morning session (9-11 a.m.) and an afternoon

(2-4 p.m.). Twenty-five students will be taught at each
session in each Rroject unit. They will be taught in small
groups and on a one-to-one basis. Both sessions will be held
four days a week in each unit for 20 weeks during the school
year for a total of 80 sessions.

Project Re-entry was observed on two occasions at two different

locations. The first time the guidance observer made his observations

alone; on the second occasion, the team consisted of a specialist

in education, one in human relations and a parent observer. The

observers were unanimous in their feeling that the program was very
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good, that the students were interested and working hard, and that

the teaching staff was excellent.

The team was told that the students in Project Re-entry,

which was housed in out-of-school buildings, fell into three main

categories: children under district suspension, children needing

tutorial help in reading and_ math, and children with behavior

problems, including school phobias.

All the observers reported that instruction was on a highly

individual level, that the atmosphere was relaxed, and that both

students and teachers were involved and hard-working. One observer

made sudh comments as: "This lesson was very impressive," "All

working assiduously," "The instructor was excellent - low keyed,

soft spoken, in no way threatening to these troubled youngsters,"

"A steady rhythm of students and teachers committed to learning.n

Another observer noted: "...a very worthwhile project in the way it

has been developed and carried out." Still a third observer felt

a language arts lesson in which the students acted out a scenario

written by one of the teachers, was done with enthusiasm, laughter,

and "a generally cathartic reaction." Bb reported that the "lesson

was done very well indeed, and the students seemed both to enjoy it

and gain from it."

The one less than favorable observation was of an attempt on

the part of one teacher at group counseling. This the observer

felt, was outside the teacher's field of expertise. However, the

observation staff's total impression of Project Re-entry was strongly

positive.

-57
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c. Evening Guidance Clinic, District 11

The third special program observed in District 11 was the

Evening Guidance Clinic. The district proposal describes it in this

waY:

The Evening Guidance Clinic Program will function on Monday,

Tuesday and Thursday evenings from 7-10 p.m. for 110
sessions at each of two schnols which are easily accessible to

the parents of those Open. Enrollment Children who travel out

of their district to schools in outlying areas. The program

will be coordinated by the District Guidance Supervisor.

In addition to clinical work for those Open. Enrollment families
which cannot be serviced during the day, this program will

develop and implement orientation and workshop sessions for
further involvement of the community in understanding the

values of integrated education. Each clinic will provide
diagnostic and treatment Services for children and families

referred by the school...

The observer who visited the Evening Guidance Program was the

team's guidance specialist, a meMber of a college faculty and a

clinical psychologist. Unfortunately, this program was observed in

its final stages and only one client was present who was receiving

remedial reading instruction from a paraprofessional. This made it

possible for the observer to speak with the professional people

present and to review schedules and several case folders. The

following are some of the observer's impressions:

It appears to be a program which provides a place for limited
tutorial services, e.g. reading, and a. place for a family

service type clinic. This program does not, nor should it,

provide ongoing psychotherapy. But the program does provide

a therapeutic atmosphere where pupils feel more at home and

feel there are responsive adults willing and able to help

them. Me service also provides individual andlor family

counseling and, if necessary, psychological testing. Prom

the records, there appears to be regular attendance by a

sizable cliantele. The tendency is for a client to be short-
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term (i.e., several sessions). There is communication to the
schools but this is difficult due to the fact that the staff
is parttime and also committed to their regular full-time
positions.

In general I was favorably impressed with the staff and the
program. While we would have preferred an observation of
the program during a more typical evening, nevertheless, from
the records the program seems to provide a setting where
pupils can go with personal problems and some academic problems.

d. Reading Laboratory, District 22

The fourth special program observed as part of this year's Open

Ebrollment evaluation was the Reading Laboratory in Mstrict 22. The

details of the program are autlined in the district proposal.

An EDL (Educational Developmental Laboratory) Reading
Laboratory will be organized in a room of the building which
hauses the Office of District 22. Six groups of 15-20 pupils each,
selected according to the criteria in "a", from JHS 234 and
JHS 240, will be brought to the reading laboTatory three times
per week by bus. They will receive intensive reading help for
periods of one hour each.

The laboratory will be supervised by a corrective reading
teacher who will diagnose and assign materials. Three
educational assistants will work with the corrective reading
teacher by either assisting individual pupils or working with
small groups. Emphasis will be on the use of highly motivating
teaching machines such as the Controlled Reader, Audex,
Tachistoscope, and Jr. Controlled Reader (individual). These
will be used to teach word attack skills and comprehension
skills. The Audioflashcard Reader will be used to teach phonic
skills and also to help the non-English speaking pupils. The
machines can be used individually or in groups and the pupils
are highly motivated to work with them. There will also be a
paperback library to improve the pupils' attitudes toward
reading. They will be permitted to keep one aut of every
three books read in order to stimulate reP4ilig.

The observational team consisted of three college faculty

members, specialists in elementary education, guidance, and multi-

media and audiovisual techniques. In addition to observing the

program in operation, the team interviewed the corrective reading -
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teacher in charge of the laboratory program, the three educational

assistants who help in the lab, and three women from the Educational

Mevelopment Laboratory staff who had dropped in to visit the lab.

The observation team agreed that the atmosphere in the lab was

relaxed but business-like, that the interaction between the teachers

and the children appearedesood, that the children received considerable

Individual instruction and most of them worked diligently. However,

the observers also commented on the impersonal nature of such extended

work with machines (each group receives a double period of instruction

four days a week), and on the fact that some children get bored.

Two of the dbservers noted that one of the weaknesses of the

program is that children miss many activities and classes in their

home schools because of the double period of instruction plus the

time spent waiting for the bus to the lab, and the bus ride itself.

Absenteeism is consequently high (about 50 percent). This facility

must be maintained in a central location because there was not enough

money to provide the staff, materials, and machines for each individual

school involved. Although the problem has been discussed with all the

students, as well as with the administrations of the home schools, no

really satisfactory solution has been worked out yet.

Two of the observers also noted that although the program had

many strengths such as abundant and sequential materials, a low

teacher-pupil ratio, continuous progress by students at their own

pace, as well as others previously noted, it also had some major

weaknesses. In addition to the mechanical quality of the program,
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they noted that there seemed to be little opportunity for discussion

and evaluation of reading matter as literature. In fact, one observer

pointed out that the students "...do not seem to have become deeply

involved in the process of reading as a result of the program. A

small library of paperback books is available in the center for use

outside of class. The books are specially designed for these

students, and the incentive had been amended so.that if they read four

they can keep a fifth (the proposal called for one in three). But

only a minority of the students have borrowed books and very few

books have been given away. It is difficult to say, though, whether

the books are as attractive to the students as they are intended to be."

Another major problem reported was that "...the 80 student

capacity of the center covers only the most severely retarded seventh

graders in the Open Enrollment program. Those eighth and ninth grade

Open Enrollment students with similar problemm are almost completely

excluded; moreover, operating the center as an afterschool program

for local students, while admittedly only a small gesture in response

to local complaints about special treatment for 'outsiders,' doesn't

begin to cover those who need help within the district."

The final problem mentioned by the observers was that as of

Nay 19, 1970, "There hmAL been no complete, formal evaluation of this

program. Since programmed materials are self-scoring, each student's

progress is indicated by the level at which he or she is working, but

this is not a reliable indication of how well the programmed skills

have carried over into regular classroom work. A mid-year evaluation

lo1
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of attitude change, in which responses were solicited from each

student's teacher, was conducted. This response was generally

favorable. A complete evaluation was to be conducted in June using

standardized reading scores."

MeMbers of the observation team made a nunber of recommendations

for the program. A breather in the double period seemed to be in

order. One dbserver felt that the addition of one or more non-white

assistants should be considered. Closer liaison with the home school

was also mentioned. Two of the observers thought that additional

centers in the schools that need them wuld be a great improvement.

One of the observers auggested the possibility of installing the

center in a mobile van so that the busing could be eliminated and the

program put into direct contact with the schools involved; if nothing

else, he felt the program should be expanded in its present form so

that it can at least reach the eighth and ninth grade Open Enrollment

students who are also in need of this kind of help.
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CHAPTER VII

IN-CLASS INTERACTIONS

The evaluation team was interested in obtaining some insight

into what kinds of interactions take place 'in class. This was accom-

plished. in two ways. First, the professional observers were asked, to

indicate in their own words the nature of the five specified inter-

actions. Table VII-1 13111111118.riZes the content analysis of their responses.

Second, they were asked to indioate on a work-chart the kinds of pupil-

to-pupil interactions they observed, considering both the sex and

ethnic status of the children. Tables VII-2 through VII-5 present the

analyses .of these data..

SEATING PATTERNS

The observers were asked to indicate the nature of the seating

patterns in the class being observed and to ask the teacher how the

children were seated initially. The professional observers considered

all of the classes they observed at both the elementary and junior high

school levels to have integrated seating patterns. The parent observers

generally agreed, but there were a few classes (4, 3) which they felt

reflected cluster seating. As to how the children were seated the

levels differed in the way which would be expected. At the elementary

level, usually (73 percent) teachers assigned seats, occasionally (9 per-

cent) permitting children some discretion about changing Once they were

assigned. In only one class in four (27 percent) were elementary level

children in the classes observed permitted. to choose their own seats.
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In contrast, at the junior high school level children chose their

own seats inhalf of the observed classes (50 percent) and were often

(19 percent) permitted to change seats in the half of the classes in

which the teacher assigned seats.

INTERACTIONS AS DESCRIBED BY aBSERVERS

As the data in Table VII-1 indicate, the free-response descriptions

written by the observers were consistently positive for both school levels

for all five types of interaction.

The specific content of the observers' descriptions provides some

interesting comparisons. Teachers were. described as "warm" awl "friendly"

three times as often as they were as "sarcastic" and "overbearing."

Similarlyithey were described as "capable" twice as often as they were

described as "not capable." Fol' children too, the positive descriptions

were far more frequent. For example, the childremtwere described as

"respectful towards teachers" seven times more often than. they were

described as "disrespectful." Similarly, they were described as

"engrossed" and in "involved" in their tasks four times as often as

they-were described as muninterested."

CHILD-TO-CHILD INTERACTIONS,
BY SEX AND ETHNIC STATUS

Positive Interactions

a. Elementary Level

Tables VII-2 and VII-3 present the percentage distribution of

interactions in elementary school classes by sex and ethnic status of

the children. As a basis for evaluating these data the tables also
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present the number of children in the classes observed by sex aid ethnic

status. Table V11-2 presents the data in terms of who initiated the

interaction, and. Table VII-3 presents these same data in terms of the

receipient of the interaction. Thus, the first row of data in Table VII-2

indicates that of the 99 interactions initiated by white male students,

35 percent were directed towards other white males, 30 percent to white

females, 22 percent to black males, Euid so on. In contrast the first

row of Table VI1-3 indicates that of the 108 interactions received by

(or directed towards) white males, 32 Raiment came from other white

males, 21; percent from white females, 24 percent from black males, and.

so on. Tables VII-14 and VII-5 present similar analyses for the junior

high school classes observed..

Basically the interactiona noted, followed the distribution of

children in the classes. 'Using a deviation of 10 percent from the per-

centage of children available in the class as a criterion, the devia-

tions in both Tables VII-2 and. V1I-3 indicate that black males tended

to avoid interactions with white males or females and with Spanish speak-

ing children, and had more than the expected interactions with other

black males. Similarly, black femalea tended. to avoid white males but

not white females, and had more than the expected interactions with

other black females. Thus, for black children, sex and ethnic status

are both needed. to explain their pattern of interaction with classmates.

In contrast, while the few Spanish speaking children observed, also

tended to avoid interaction with white males and females, they inter-

acted with both Spanish speaking males NA females. For the Spanish

speaking children, ethnic status alone may be the basis for interaction

with classmates.
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The parent observers reported much the same data as the pro-

fessionals, including the perceptions of interactions reported in the

paragraph dbove. Thus, of the 17 deviations noted in the data from

the professional members of the observation team, the data from parent

members reflects 14 of these, and includes only one that the profes-

sionals had not noted. The parents recorded that Spanish speaking males

initiated 10 percent more interactions with black males than would be

expected.

The data also provide a direct behavioral test of one of the

principal goals of the original Open Enrollment program, the goal of

ethnic interaction. Viewed in this way, the data indicate that the pro-

gram is successful, forst both the elementary and junior high school

levels, there were some positive interactions between every codbination

of ethnic group except between white males ani Spanish speaking females

at the elementary level.

b. Junior High School Level

The data for the junior high school level almoet completely cor-

respond to those for the elanentary level, except that the interaction

pattern for the Spanish speaking junior high school students parallels

that of the black students. Thus, where at the elementary level, the

data indicate that Spanish speaking students interact more with each

other, regardless of sex at the junior high school level, Spanish speak-

ing males intersot more than would be expected with other Spanish speak-

males but MALwith females. The converse finding holds for the Spanish

speaking females.
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Negative Interactions

In contrast to the 380 positive interactions noted 'by profes-

sional observers at the elementary level and the 391 noted at the junior

high school level, there were only 86 negative interactions noted: 39 at

the elementary and 47 at the junior high school level. The distribution

of these in, terms of initiator and recipient and ethnic status appears in

Table VII-6.1

At both elementary and junior high school levels the majority of

negative interactions initiated by white pupils were directed towards

other white pupils. At the elementary level the majority of the few

negative interactions by black and Spanish speaking childrenwere also

directed toward white children. At the junior high school level, the

majority of the negative interactions were directed toward the same

ethnic group as the initiator.

CONCLUSION

At both the elementary and junior high school level the data

indicate that parent and professional observers saw predominantly positive

interactions among the Children in the classes they dbserved. Moreover,

the interactions were distributed among children inreasondble approxima-

tion to the distribution of children within the classes except for the

tendency of males to avoid females and vice versa, and for tbe minority

groups to overselect eadh other somewhat. Perhaps most important, the

'Again,
data from parent observers were similar.
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TABLE VII-6

DISTRIBUTION OF NEGATIVE INTERACTIONS NOTED

BY PROFESSIONAL OBSERVERS, IN FZEQUENCY

Recipient at Elem. Level Raptot at J.U.S. Level
Spanish Spanidh

Initiator N White Black Speaking N Mbite Bladk Speaking

Wite 19 12 5 2 13 9 2 2

Black 15 7 5 3 21 4 10

Spanish
Speaking 5 4 1 0 13 2 4

AWES
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objective fact of integration achieved by placing black and Spanish

speaking children in the receiving schools has been followed by

positive classroom interactions. With one exception, there was

evidence of each ethnic group interacting positively with each other.

- '114 -
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CHAPISR VIII

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENNATIONS

CaNCLUSIONS ABOUT EVALUATION FOCI

In temms of the three foci of this evaluation, the data provide

a basis for the following conclusions:

1. The program was essentially implemented as proposed,
and certainly the legal commitment to expend the
funds in pre..specified ways was also met. While there
was considerable coninsion at tbe individual school
level as to just who and what was supported by program
funds, this conftsion did not obscure the basic finding
that support was provided at the scale envisioned.

2. The participants studied, coordinators, principals,
teachers, parents and children, were generally poeitive
in their perceptions of the prOgraa.

3. The quality of the separate district programs observed

was also rated positivelyby both professional and
parent members of the observation team. Particular
praise was given some of the special programa developed
in Districts 11 and 22.

SPECIFIC MCGMENDATIONS

The data obtained in this evaluation lead to several specific

recommendations:

1. At the district level, develop or strengthen, the com-

munication between the Title I coordinator and the

district principals in both the developmrtt and
implementation of the district proposal. Once established,

this interrelationship should continue throughout the year

so that each is informed as to the activities of the other.

This would make the Title I coordinator a-better infommed

coordinator of the separate school programs and xnake the

principals better informed implementors of the district

program.

Obviously, in all districts someone should be "on top"

of all programs, particularly one of the scope and
educational and social importance of Cpen Enrollment.
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The evaluation staff recognizes that the district Title I
coordinator is not an independent, autonomous position
and that his or her responsibilities and freedom of action
axe affected by the perceptions of this role held. by the

district superiAtendent and others. What is suggested
here is maximum coordination and monitoring of programs
within the district's perception of the coordinator's role

and responsibilities.

2. At all'levels, there should be more thorough efforts to
inform principals and staff of the specific support eadh
school is receiving.through the program. We axe aware
that the Office of State and Federally Supported Programs
prepares and distributes lists for just this purpose.
Indeed, the 1969-70 lists made available to this staff
through their kind cooperationwere immensely belpfUl.
But commmnication does not succeed until and unless the
message is received, and the responses of principalsLand
staff indicate that this particidiar message as to support
provided often is not received at the school and olassroom

level. Amazon-et:is of the contributionbeing made by the
Title I effort is critical to achievimg continued support .

for the program, and so this effort to improve commumica,.
tion is worth Whatever effort it.takes. We suggest that
specific lists for each sdhool be prepared and sent directly
to the school for the information of the principal; to the
staff being supported.eo that they know the source of sup-
port for their position; to all staff aboUt supplies and
materials and equipment purchased so that they know the
source of the fUnds which pmxcbased them; to the Parent
Association and to comamaitygromps so that they know the
nature of support being Amoneled into the sdhool through

the program.

This effort, if successfUll would also clear away the cow.
fUsionzevealed in the data from the Principal's Implementa-
tion Inmentory as to just Who and what id supported by the

program.

3. Me agree with the principals'vlow that proposal preparation
should be essentially completed in the year preceding the

program with the possible exCeption of Orientation Activities.
in this regard We are pleased that as this is written in
June 1970, there has already been an orientation meeting at
the Bimeau of Research of the Board of Education in regard
to proerams for the 1970-71 academic year. This reflects

a sharp Moving forward of the entire timetable for proposal
development and evaluationdesign, and is a commendable

effort.

116
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4. Mb suggest that there be some city-dwide effort to train
staff in. the work of proposal development. Specifically
the proposals should. be internally consistent, with the
overall goals translated into specific Objectives, stated
in terms of behavioral outcomes: These in turn should
lead logically into the program components intended to
lead to the achievement of each separate objective and
thereby the ultimate achievement of the goals. A series
of in-service seminars or work groups could help immea-
surably in this effort, since proposal writing is a skill
which is not taught in any current program for the prepara-
tion of educational personnel.

5. we agree with the principals who suggested that evalators
should properly be involved in the early stages of proposal

development. This process too has been begun in 1970, and
should strengthen the interaction between program and evalu-
ation and thereby improve the integrity of each.

6. We agree with the district Title I coordinator who noted a
need for reviewing the current basis of allocating fluids

to a district of $100 per pupil since it has persisted
unchanged despite changes in. salary scales and in the costs
of all materials and supplies purchased for use in the pro-

gram.

7. We reinforce the suggestions made by the principals for
improving community Involvement, particularly by the
parents of the children being bused. Moving some pro-
grams into the sending school neighborhood, providing
bus transportation to and from the receiving sdhool for
evening meetings, having a liaison person in the sending
school at different times during the day axe all possible
ways for expediting involvement. These and others should
be tried until the best methods axe found.

8. In some of the receiring schools in some districts in
Brodklyn there is a need. for discussions andlor conferences
between principals of sending and receiving schools to
clarify the question of criteria used in selecting children
for admission to this program. Our data provide no basis
for determining if the receiving school principals are
correct in believing that children with behavior problems

enter the program in, inordinately large proportions. But
this is certs_inly a problem whieh can be resolved through
face-to-face discussion.
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FZUAL CONCLUSION

Looking back over the verious aspects of the decentraliZed

Open Enrollment program which were studied in this evaluation., two

general conclusions can be drawn by the evaluation staff.

First, the overall feeling and tone of most of the data is

clearly, even strongly positive. Both parent and professional observers

were impressed with the schools they visited, both in terms of physical

facilities, climate and atmosphere, and in terms of the functioning of

teachers and the response of children. Tbe sample of mothers who re-

sponded, although small, expressed nearly unanimous satisfaction with

the education their children were receiving, and the children who re-

sponded more often wrote positive than negative descriptions of their

experiences. The small sample of respondent teachers too, was positively

oriented.

However, this positive data should be qualified by the second

conclusion; that in most districts and schools the Open Merollment

"program" is best described as a set of staff positions supported by

funds provided under this budget heading. This finding is supported by

the data from the Principal's Implementation Inventory where a large

majority of the principals indicated no role in the preparation of the

district proposal and one infive indicated MD awareness of it at all.

It is further Indicated in teachers' responses that the program in-.

volves "staff" or guidance counselors nat being aware that their posi-

tion was supported under the progrwm.

Therefore, we believe that the most important finding is reflected

In the strongly positive evaluation of such special programs as the

four reviewed in this report in Districts 11 and 22. These efforts
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have reached advanced stages of development because of the funds made

available under the decentralized Open Morollment program. As one of

our observers noted, about one program, "This is a good example of what

a decentralized school district can do...."

Thus, the evaluation staff believes that its primary recommenda-

tion is to strongly encourage the separate districts to continue in the

initial efforts indicated this year to individualize program development

and so capitalize on talent, specialization and interest within individual

districts and schools. Efforts like those we have evaluated this year

have been impressive.
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CHAPTER IX

SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

This evaluation of the decentralized Open Enrollment programs

conducted in the New York City public schools during the 1969-70

school year with funds provided by Title I of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act covers programs developed and implemented at

the school district level. Nineteen different districts received funds

for programs under the general beading of "Open Ebrollment" and the

programs had varied Interests and emphases, reflecting local conditions

and concerns.

OBJECTIVES OF THE DISTRICT PROGRAM

The evaluation design was developed from those items noted

in the district proposals under the heading "Objectives." The

objectives can be grouped into three areas, 1) those concerned with

general or specific aspects of academic improvement, 2) those con

.cerned. with the nature of the school's service, including both the

provision of guidance and counseling services, and the modification

and/or improvement in staff and the inetructional process, and

3) those concerned with some dimension of the social process or the

child's personal (nonr-academic) functioning.

The most consistent concern expressed in the proposals was with

objectives related to social and pera3nal processes; for 16 of the 19

districts had at least one objective in this area, and two had. all of
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their objectives here. This concern was most often. defined In terms of

improving interrelationships within the triad of school-home-and com-

munity. Other consistent emphases were on reduciAg conflict and/or

improving adjustment among children ani fostering integration.

There was also consistent concexnwith academic improvement,

most often specifically stated in terms of reading. lburteen of the

19 proposals made some xeference to an aspect of academic improvement,

with 11 specifying reading improvement. NO other specific academic

component vas mentioned by more than three districts.

Twelve different districts had at least one objective within

the third area, instructional and guidance processes; most often noted

was the provision of guidance services. Otherwise, only dbjectives

related to the use of or recognition of paraprofessionals,umre stated

in more than three proposals.

TEE EVALUATION PLAN

Pilo Pool of Evaluation

The overall plan for the evaluation had three major foci. The

first was to evaluate the extent to which the program elements, as

specified in the several district proposals, were in fact Implemented.

This was done by sending.a Principal's Implementation Inventory to the

principal of every school designated as receiving some service, supply,

or staff, through the district Open Enrollment program.

The other two foci involved only a sample of six districts. The

second focus was on "participant reaction," which involved determining
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the reaction of children, mothers, teachers, principals and district

Title I coordinators. The third focus was on the quality of the "program"

as it was implemented within the sample schools. This aspect of the

evaluation was conducted by sending in teams of professional and parent

observers to visit and observe classes in the sample schools. The

observers sought to ae.. the school's normal functioning, with particular

emphasis on the Open Enrollment program.

The Semple

Six districts were selected from the 19 submitting proposals on

the basis of the size of the district budget and the complexity of the

district program.

All six districts invited to participate agreed and the interviews

with the district Title I coordinator were completed an schedule.

Similarly, the entire sample of eight junior high schools within these

six districts invited to participate, agreed. However, the implements-

tion of this evaluation at the elementary level was impeded by the

reluctance of several elementary school principals in the sample districts

to permit their schools to serve as data collection sites because they

considered the Center for Urban Education to be biased against the admin-

istrative staff of the pUblic schools. Given this professional disagreement,

they did not wig& to cooperate with, or be a. part of, this evaluation.

Despite strong and consistent support of our request from the

Bureau of Besearah at the Board of Education, in one of the original

six districts selected for the sample no elementary school principal
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would agree and in a second district only one elementary school principal

agreed. The same reluctance was found in the alternates selected for the

totally non-participating district, and so the sample of elementary

schools involves only five of the six districts.

If a sample district had more than one school at the elementary

or junior high school level, schools were samples to represent the

range in number of children admitted under the Open Ellrollment program.

Instruments axaMota Gatherpnm Procedures

Nine different instruments were used in this evaluation.

a. Informal Interview Guide for Title I Coordinators

The Title I coordinators of the six sample districts were inter-

viewed in December and January, in order to acquire anunderstanding of

the nature of the programs in these districts, and to obtain the co-

ordinators' perceptions of bow the district progrmn was being implemented.

b. Principal's Implementation Inventory

This instrument was a highly structured questionnaire, intended

1) to identify the role each principal played in the development of the

district Open ftrollment proposal and his perception of the most effective

timetdble for proposal development, 2) to provide a description of the

population of the school, 3) to identify the kinds of personnel, equip-

ment and supplies pmovided to the school under the program, and 4) to

describe the extent of parental and community involvement.

An inventory-was mailed to the principals of 240 schools listed

as Open Enrollment receiving schools, but because of the "'boycott"
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noted above and the reluctance of principals of schools receiving few,

or no, services funded through the Open. Enrollment program to fill

aut a questionnaire, returns were slow. After much discussion with

"boycotting" principals a second mailing went out with a cover

letter from Dr. Samuel McClelland", Director of the Office of Educational

Research, enlisting the cooperation of the schools, and a letter from

the Evaluation Chairman giving schools the option of indicating by

letter that they had only fractional services, or were not an Open

Enrollment receiving school; responses were received from 117 schools.

Since this sample of returns includes schools in 18 of the 19

districts, the data provided do serve to accomplish the research

purposes of the Inventory, although on a sampling rather than the

population basis desired.

c. Teacher's Questionnaire

This was a simple one page questionnaire intended to elicit

teachers' perceptions of the program's effectiveness, strengths,

weaknesses and possible improvements.

The teacher questionnaire was placed in the letterboxes of 639

teachers in each of five elementary schools, and five junior high

schools chosen on the basis of their relatively high Open Enrollment

registers. Only 61 were returned, despite the brevity of the

instrument. The return rate of 9.5 percent makes the returns suggestive

at best.

d. through g. Observational Instruments

Before discussing the instruments completed by the observation
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team, it is appropriate to consider the nature of the visits.

Both professionals and non-professionals were used on the

observational teams for this evaluation. The special competenoes

sought in the professional members of the team were determined by the

emphases of the sample districts' proposals.

Eleven different professional observers were used, five as

experts in the instructional areas at the elementary and secondary

level, four in guidance, counseling and psychological services and

one each in social and community services and multi-media instruction.

The nine non-professionals on the observation team were all

parents and most had children in school in one of the districts included

within the decentralized Open Enrollment program. All of the parent

observers were women, seven white and two black. All had at least a

high school education. Before the parent observers made school visits,

they came into the project office for small group briefing sessi)ns,

including a review of instruments to be used, and procedures to be

followed.

Beginning In March and continuing through early June, the teams

visited the sample schools at .s,:bout one to two week intervals. To

establish continuity, each of the sample districts was assigned to

one observational team, and that team made all of the visits in the

district. A total of 85.5 Observer days was spent.in the sample

schools on 23 visits, 40.5 days in elementary schools

high schools and 11 in special facilities or programs.

The instruments involved were the following:

34 in junior
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d. Basic Individual Lesson Observation Report (ILOR)

This instrument, adapted from the ILOR used in several previous

evaluations, was the observation guide used by the professional members

of each dbservation team. The ouestions used in this evaluation

focussed on five areas: 1) a description of the lesson observed in

terms of who taught it, content, and methodology; 2) teacher function-

ing as reflected in her planning, use of materials, ability to elicit

response and participation, classroom climate and atmosphere, and

effectiveness of teaching style and method; 3) children's reaction,

response and participation; 4) interclass interactions; and 5) overall

appraisal of the lesson, and specifically its strengths and weaknesses.

For those districts which emphasized remedial reading services

additional items were added to the Basic ILOR for the reading specialist

on the dbservational team. These items asked for descriptions and

evaluations of the techniques used in the remedial reading groups.

A total of 135 lessons was observed by the professional members

of the observation team, 70 at the elementary and 65 at the junior high

level. In addition, 40 remedial reading lessons ware dbserved, 21 at

the elementary and 19 at the junior high school level. The 70

elementary level lessons most often involved reading 35 (50ercent),

mathematics seven (10 percent), social studies five (7 percent), or

English and language arts six (9 percent).

e. Basic ILOR: For Parent Observers

The parent observers completed a brief version of the ILOR vbich

was intended to elicit from them their description of the lesson (who
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taught it, the content, the kind of grouping, if any); their views of

children's reactions and responses; and their "vote" as to whether or

not they would like their "...child to be in this class even if he

ad to be bused to attend?"

One hundred and nine lessons were observed by the parent members

of the observation team, with the distribution in terms of content

similar to that for the professional observers, since the parent

observers accompanied the professional observers.

f. Interaction Pattern Analysis

in an effort to obtain some quantitative estimate of the nature

of the interactions between children in the classroom, professional

and parent observers were asked to Indicate on a Cross-tally chart

the frequency of interactions observed between children considering

the variables of sex and ethnic status (White, Blackl.Puerto Rican

and other).

These patterns were completed for 114 lessons by professional

observers: 69 at the elementary and 45 at the junior high school

level. The Patterns were completed by parent observers for 101

lessons: 38 at the elementary and 63 at the junior high school level.

g. Building and SchooWide Observations

Since some observational data were characteristic of the school

rather than the class or lesson, each member of the Observational

team was also asked to complete a Building and SchoolWide Observation

form at the end of the observational day. This form was intended to
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provide the evaluation staff with ratings of the physical character-

istics and facilities of the building (i.e., lunchroom, library,

science laboratories), and the overall atmosphere of the school.

In all, 3.3 Building and School-Wide Observation forms were

completed by professional members of the observation team (involving

16 elementary end 17 junior high schools) and. 214 were completed. by

parent observers. 114 elements:7 and ten junior high schools.

b. Mother's Questionnaire

qpostionnalre was developed brier enough to be printed on

the book et a 5* 1: OM postcard* The questionnaire embed the oblides

setter to rots her eatisfestion with the vowels her algid was risking
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ences while attending a school in which some children came from other

districts.

The questionnaire was distributed to three classes in each of

five junior high schools chosen because of relatively high registers

of Open. 'Enrollment children.

Substantive responses were reoeived from 103 of the 135

responding students in five different junior high schools out of &

potential 302. Of these, 61 were reolived from resident children end

142 fres those who had been bused at come point In their school

career, and 167 handed in blank sheets.

FINTIDIGSs PSIMPTIONS 010 CCORDINATOIS,
PRISCIPAUS, LID TRACI=

BIE211d1 alle.11MthliSfEdinelaSKI

The eta: Title I eeerdLestere Interrhpemiladlooted they hid

',steeped the pereoemel goleemited4 but estectale mad equipeent were
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district staff and work out the proposals, 3) funding should be made

over a longer period of time, 4) funding should be based on $150 per

Open Enrollment pupil rather than on the present $100, and 5) that each

district receive an advance of five to seven percent of its program

money so supplies can be ordered in advance. 111 coordinators

agreed on the necessity for earlier funding.

Pergentions of Principals

a. The Preparation of the Mdstriot Proposal

Of the 67 principals who answered the westion about thefr role

in, developing the district proposal scot (41) wrote in the word "none*

in response to this question. In 25 ot the 19 districts, at leant

on principal weeponding either said ba had no role or let tis, Lion

black.
The 26 prinoipale tho indleated MSS role represent ten

diStaront distriots. Primarily they had been reammas people, often

prorridimr Pidaas ter reeyeling tbe proomm..
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of the year Preceding implementation, except for orientation sessions

with paraprofessionals which could be began during the summer or at

the beginning of the year of implementation.

Planning and programming awl ordering supplies and equipment

needed the earliest beginning, preferably no later than February of

the year before Implementation.

b. Staff Supplied. by Program

Data provided by elementary school principals on the total

sabers of teachers and paraprofessionals "...paid tem Open Darollnent

funds.' had little relationehip to the data provided visa tboa, vim

sliced position 147 posittoa to /naive*o the umber of special personnel

11111014w4 lo tholz oobools. dolma porinalpsis Imre nos osrteln so to lobo
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staff specifically recruited to fill roles within a program. Rather,

as noted in the 1968-69 evaluation of the program, these staff

continue to fit the model of services already on a school's table

of organization before the program. The only new element is that

the services are now dharged to the budget for this program.

The evaluation staff questions whether this is fulfilling Vas

intent of the decentralised Title I Program to have "services follow

the child." It would seem that the addition or children needing

remedial and eopplenentag, services would require additional personnel.

Nowever, the evaluation teem sees the wisdom of =lug experienoed

staff already Ina soboOl to implement these programs. The point

is not What speciflo teachers were alreeft le the wiscwals but Um*

the spectificlgaNUmwere directed to prerldiag the sane servioee.

a. Other A:vest* of the Program Previsions
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the availability and quality of materials in all three areas. As to

orientationl there were more consistent efforts to orient staff and

principals than those reported in previous years, and so this is an

area of improvement.

d. Community Involvement

Principals saw slot of roam for improvement in the extent of

parental and connaatty involvement in the activities of their schools,

and also saw sore involvement by the receiving oessawity and its

parents, than by the sending whoa oollonity and its parents. three

kinds of wasgentione taro node tor loproving ochool.apszont end whoa-

community cooperation providing triospartanan neWor airfare for

sending school parents, staffing schools with & fanny vocker to

soros as the conlost between the whoa sad the eending 001111111any

parents, and condosting activitiss for the sasding coommaticr psrents

ist the 08011iNg commusity
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Teacher Perceptions

The reader is reminded that the response rate on the Teacher

Qgestionnaire of only 9.5 percent makes the data suggestive only.

To the responding teachers, the Open Eirollment program meant

"extra staff," usually in reading, less often in music, science or

guidance. As a group the teachers were positive about the program

as it functioned in their schocl. They viewed the strengths an

intoGratien, smaller classes and the atmosphere of the receiving

school. Ileaknesees noted involved the lack of special pereconel

needed, the tremel time for the children and the diftlonitr in

eitablInhIng sor teacterAnnilkomdlnent went oconanientinn.
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Children's Perceptions

The sUbstantive responses to the Student Questionnaire are not

enough to be considered representative of the population of the five

schools involved, but the students' free responses provide some

insight into the orientation of these pupils along a positive-negative

continuum. Both Open &irollment awl resident pupils come through as

positively oriented., altbmmdh there were some vigorously negative

tatements made.

Nast often pupils gave their personal evaluation of their school.

Less often they oommented on the Open Itirolimont program, or

pocitioalir about travelling.

budilnaAtilanEnt
In tho eavage districts and schools* the semi, of Open

%mei lewd children identified times^ the administration of the Pupil.

Amestiormairo was used so the awls tCr estinatimg both the correat
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1969-70 than in previous years. The difference was .3 of an academic

year for children in grades L. and 6, and .5 of an academic year for

children in grade 5.

This improvement is reflected again in the data for the sub-

sample of children for whom reading grades were amenable for both

years. These data ahoy that whereas in the year from 1966 to 1967

less thwi half of Open Enrollment chndanntwogressed. normally., in

the 1969-70 academic year slightly more than half did.

An onal,vels of thee* change data by district shows that the

sample districts varied greatly in the patterns of ohms.. In ow
district, half the children within the eub-semple showed mormal progress

and status at both elementary amd, junior high school levels. In. two

other districts, sermal, progress charooterised half or mere of the

children at the lsmentary level, but eharasterised tow children at the

Nailer KO school level. in two other dintriste there wore few

eleildrom who domed Pommel progress at either level.

Iteee, the district enaliela segesete that ergr everelt oemelmies

weld be deceptive, eastolaing as it load two vegr Wanes* puttees*,

ave wela, ow et little Ws.
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appraised the school buildings positively. The buildings were almost

alwms rated as "clean," "attractive" with attractive classrooms

(although at the junior high school level one in three classrooms

was cansidered poor").

Lighting conditions were almost always rated as satisfactory in

both classrooms and balls. Most of the echools visited had science

rooms and/Or science laboratories which were rated satisfactorily or

awry well equipped. Libraries, too, were rated positively, considered

"attractive" with en "adequate° collection of books available for use

in the library end for airoulation.

/Inmate of the Timmons

e4 Planning, Organisation and Classroom' Atmosphere

Inmost Inatome the observers ear lessons involving idols

oleos inetruction, but at lbothievele there were classes initials* obild..

reamero receiving individual Instruction end in nisioh classes were

divided into groups ter purposes ot inetraction, Cireaping we sore

mums on the elementary level, but "Dried by district sawn as level.

At the elenentagy level, the observers generally telt that the

loosens they sesame ermined and plannedimed otten %motional,'

well orennisedamilldenneds. iricentraet the lemma Observed, eb the

junior high salsa level were rated ss shoviegholittlee *nee or only

glece0 signs et pleuning ea ettenss thorns= robed ss being .plenned00

or Nell planned..,

Given & abode U. to describe elasarcon atneephere, the observers

Iv



nearly sleeps chose option Which described it positlesly ani loner

in the II0114 In Mar ewe words else describe* it positively.

b. Children's ilespease

Generally, the dIstributIone of ratings !Or children's

behaviors ont recitations to elanentary and Junior high school lessons

yam sinner. there were seven klub of behavior which a clear

sikicrity of the observers believed eheracterised the children* wall

behaved, understood rbe teacberle spoken word, were working at tasks

appropriate to their ability levels, appeared oonfartable in class,

showed =stained interest, actively participated, and displayed

good verbal fluency.

o. Teachers' Berformence

At both levels the overell ratings of seven aspects of tesdher

performenoe were positive, if oonsietently more positive at the

elementary-level. %adhere were most consistently effective in

maintaining discipline, use of the teaching method they had chosen and

in their ability to encourage children's participation.

d. Lesson Strengths and Weaknesses

Weaknesses noted by Observers mere generally methodological

(i.e., references to routine lessons, ladk of individual attention

or lads of student expression). ln contrast, the strengths were

predominantly concerned with the -qualities of the teachers.
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a. ismeMal Reeding Classes or Croups

nut remedial reading classes or groups Observed totdt place in

aroma primarily set up fbr this instruction. Skills taught most often

mere concernedvith phonics or word attacks less often vith orel

expression or listening skills. The groups were usciAlly homogeneous

end mere receiving instruction the observers considered systematic,

sequential and anropriate,with materiels and devioes also oomaidomma

appropriate.

Admission and discharge from the groups were usually done on

the basis of the Metropolitan Achievement Test, less often on tbe

basis of the Judgment of the classroom ar Corrective Reading teacher.

There vas evidence of integration of clasaroom and corrective

instruction, through diagnostic procedures and teacher conferences.

b. Guidance Activities

This section of the report is impossible to summarize since

it deals with "one of a kind" situations. Most of the observer

comments were positive in tone, and noted the clear professional

competence of the counselors observed.

c. Special District Programs

Four special district programs were observed, three in District

11 and one in District 22. Again, these are impossfble to sumnarize,

other than to note the extremely positive feeling tone of the comments

on all four of these projects.
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114.0.1411 1111721UICTIONIII

An effort was nide tte obtain sem insight Into what kinds of

interactions take plum lat elms. Pres response descriptions Omen

by the professional observers were ooesistently positive at 'both

for five speoLfied intereetions.

Teachers were diesarIbed as vem mad triendLy three times as

often as sarcastic and overbearing. they mere described as oapable

tidos as often as they were described as not capable. Ptor children too,

the positive descriptions were far more frequent, even on direct

comparisons. Por compie, the children mere deacribed as respectful

towards teachers seven times more often than they vex* desoribed as

dierespeotita. They yore described as engrossed and involved in

their tasks four tines as often as they sere described as uninterested.

In addition to the free response items, the observers sere also

asked to fill out work-Sheets detailingthe types of dhildr-to-child

interactions taking place among children belonging to the different

ethnic and sex groups.

With one.exception, there were some positive interactions

between children of the three ethnic groups studied at both levels.

The frequency of these positive interactions noted an the elementary

level followed the distribution of children in the classes. Black

males tended to avoid interactions with white males or females and. had

more than the expected interactions with other bladk males. Similarly,

black females tended to amoid white males but not white females, but

they had. more than the expected interactions with other black females.



132

Ibms, for black children, tbe isteraotioa of botb variables, en amd

@theta otatus aro mended to espial:I their pettern. tm contrast, while

the few Semi* speakimg children observed also tended to avoid

interaction with White melee sad females, they bedsore interaction

with both Spear& speaking sales At females. Thus, for the Spanish

speWting children, ethnic status alone exPlatmed the pattern.

As in the other data from the two kinds of observers, la the

Obeervatioa of interactions the parent observers reported much the

same data as the professionals, inaludire the paroeptioae of inter-

actions repartml in the paragraph above.

The data also provide a direct behxvioral test of one of the

original motivating avian of the original Open nurollment pregram,

the Coal or integration. Viewed in this war the data indicate success,

for at both the elementary and junior high school levels, there were

some positive interactions between every coMbination of ethnic group

except for white males and Spanish speaking females at the elementary

level.

The data for the junior high school level almost completely

parallel those for the elementary level, except that the interaction

patterns for the Spanish speaking junior high school students

completely parallel those for the black students. Thas, where at the

elementary level the data indicate tbat Spanish speaking students

interact more with each other, regardless of sex, at the junior high

school level Spanish speaking nales interact more than expected with

other Spanish speaking males but not with females, and the converse

finding holds for the Spanish speakingfemales.
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At both eienentery and junior high odhooi levels the majority

of negative Interactions initiated hy white pupils were directed

Wive/a other white pupils. Unitarily, at the junior high Whoa level

the najority of the negative interactions by bleak and Spanish

spooking mils were directed towards other bleak and Spasigh speaking

walla. Sommer, at the elenentagy level the majority of the few

negative interactions by black and Spanish speaking pupils were

directed to white pupils.

At both the elementary and junior bleb sdhool level the data

Indicate that parent and professional Observers ear essentially

positive interactions among the children in the classes they Observed.

Moreover, the interactions were distributed among children in

reasonable approximation to the distribution of children within the

classes except for the tendency of males to avoid females and vice

versa, and for the minority groups to overselect eadh other somewhat.

Perhaps most important, the objective fact of integration adhieved

by placing black and Spanish speaking children in the receiving

schools has been followed by the partial integration of classroom

interactions, indicated in the finding that with one exception there

was evidence of all ethnic groups interacting with eadh other.
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EVALUAT1051 OF= O UI3IT MOM 196901970

PIWICIPALS° INPLAMTATION =won

1. sthook..... esrovati. District Date

2. Ems or person ompleting tOte

3. Position of person occepleting tore

4. Ember or years at this school

5. Date school was designated an reoeiving school

6. How many classrooms do you have in your school?

7. Bow many olasses do you have in your school?

8. To what extent are you familiar with the content of the district's

proposal for the Open Enrollment program?

a. Completely; b. To some extent: c. Hot at all.

9. Please describe the role, if any, that you played in the prepara-

tion of the district's OE proposal.

10. What was your average class site just prior to your school's

designation as an OE receiving school?

What has happened to average class Bias since your school was

designated OE. (Please check the correct response for each
grade level which e:dsts in your school.)

11.

I Increased Increased
Level I Greatly I Slightly

Decreased/ Decreasel
Unchanged] Slightly Greatly

Levels used: PreSchool, Early Elementary, Later Elementary,

Secordary.
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13. In your opinion are thwo additional materials NA supplies the
OB program in your wheel medal, hut think you did not request
because of bedgetary timitatious? Mole one.

No. Tea I feet the program nodes

16. In your opinion are there additionn pommel the OB progren in
your wheel needs Aids you did not request because of budgetary
limitations? Cirele one.

Ilo Us, I Abel the program need's

1?. To Mhat extent do you have the paraprofessional help you would
Ulm for the fbIloodng duties with OB children?

I have
Duty now&

Duty Arose used:

have SCOW,
but not enouoit

I have NOM*
bat I would

_ like =NB

I have MOM*
alai I do not see
the need fOr any
Dui the current
looms*

a. Supervise CB &llama on buses; b. Supervise OB
ohildren during lunch; o. Tutor OB children on a
one to one basis; d. Help in instruction of groups
of GB children; e. Belp peepers materials fbr
teachers; f. Make hone visits ard/or ;mirk with
parents of OS children; g. Other (Speolgy).

18. If you have 120 paraprofessiersl help at lunch, who doss supervise
the lunch period? Circle one for each group of childrens

For OE Children; a. Lunch room aides; b. Teachers; o. Nobody:
d. Other (Specify)

For Resident Children; a. Lunch room aides; b. Teachers;
c. Nobody; d. Other (Specify): e. Resident
children do not have lunch in school.

19. How many workshops, in-service oonrses or orientation sessions
have you had for each of the following groups?

Number of Sessions
Groui I None [ 1-3 Sessions 4-6 Sessions I Continuing Sessions

Groups used: Teachers, ParaprofesSionals Parents

- 147
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110. The Colloids' types of perseamel are sated in the proposals ter
the Opus tarellaset. program. Weis or these special mermsamel
balm been assigned to your school to larilemeet the CB progreit

T7P or
Personnel

Total
Ismiser
Saquested
tar
196940

Ity that
Date
Avail-

&
Asetinsd

Total
Now on
part time
statf.
Wiest.
time im
//Ss

liambar
added
in
1969.40

Total Mo.
sow on
ital time
state

ilusher
lost
im
1969/0

Types ot personnel seeds Corrective reading teachers oorrective math
teachers teacher of &Wish as a &mooed
Languages Corrective speech teachers computer
math teachers sesio towbars art teachers
attendance teachers laboratory assistants
bilingual teachers teamher-trainers reeding
teachers guidance teachers taasbir sosaittna-
tors humus relations cooldinators project
coordinators guidance counsalors pothole-
gist: social markers consultants; olerk-
typist-secreterys educational assistsuts
school aides family workers parent program
assistants others (list below).

21. What material, equipment or supplies have you reoeived specifi-
cally to implement the CNC program?

Number or
Material, Equipment 'Amount You
ani Supplies Mow Rave

Number or
neAmount w

since 9/69

or Amt.
ordered but
not Reo'd.

Unable to
order/late
fording

Materials Equirrsent and SUpolleim used

Audio-visual: Roffman projector; projection devices; radios;
phonographs; earphones; casette type tape recorders;
desk vievers; film strips; slides.

Reading equipment and materials: controlled reader; MacMillan aPecee
truer; Barger mirror techniques; StutyScope; Audex;
pacers; tachistoscopic devices; Durell-Murphy phonics
kit; SRk reading kits; phonic materials; reading games;
paperbacks; reading and picture books; workbooks;
intersensory materials; multi-ethnic materiels.



ne (eontinmed)

s

or or Mo. or Mt. Unsbl. to
Materials Equipment I Amount Tou I Amount new ordered but order/late
sad iluecilies I Vow Have I sines W69 not Reed. fundinx

loninment and 311Dia les used (continued)

Off lee aed Clasemethemaleas Telethons; tyPenritart nissellassons
supiLiss; duplicating supplies; niscellaneous

elaseroca suptales; postage.

Miscellaneous; Carfares; toys; snacks; others (list below).

22. Please rate the fear categories of materials Auxi supplies pro-
vided for the 06 proven by each of the five criteria noted
below. Please check the appropriate box.

Science ani
Re

Rating I Materials EcLuipment Equipment Equipment. Specify
ading 1 Audio-Visual I Laboratory Other Supplies and

Ratings I. Availabilit7-4. Always easily available in sufficient
quantities and on tine; 2. Generally available in sufficient
quantities and outline; 3. Obtaining sufficient quantities a
problem; 4.. Obtaining =time a problem; 5. Obtaining on
time and in sufficient quantities are both problems.

II. Approrriatenoss-.4. Always appropriate for our needs;

2. Sometimes appropriate fbr our needs; 3. Seldom appropri-
ate for our needs; 4. Never appropriate for our needs.

III. Oluality.l. Very superior; 2. Superior; 3. Amerage;

4. Wirier; 5. Very inferior.

XV. Ease of Use--1. Very difficult to use; 2.: Somewhat dif-

fault to use; 3. Easy to use; 4 Very easy to use.

V. Frequency of Use--1. Constant/y used; 2. Often used;
3. Sometimes used; 4.. Seldom used; 5. Never:used.

4119
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23. To what extent has the sdhool been able to involve or activate
parents and community? Check the appropriate box.

Sending School Parents
Extent and Commurit

Receiving Sdhool Parents
and Communit

Extents 1. Great extent; 2. Somewhat; 3. Little; 4. Not at Ail.

24. Insufficient parent participation is often mentioned as a problem
irk the OE program. If you have any suggestions to make for
improvmd school-parent and school-community cooperation please
list them below.

25. To what extent is your paraprofessional staff from the sending
community? Cirdle one.

1. They all are; 2. 314, to all are; 3. 1/2 to 3/4 are; L. 1/4 to

1/2 are; 5. Less than 1/4 are; 6. None is.

26. Does the use of paraprofessionals to supervise the buses make it
easier to recruit paraprofessional staff from the sending com-
munity/ Circle one.

1. Yes; 2. No.

27. What problems have you encountered in the implementation of the

OE program in your school?

28. Additional comments.
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OPEN ENROLLMENT EVALUATION

TEACHER'S QUESTIONNAIRE

School Borough District
Name Date Grade Subject

Dear Teacher: We are doing the centralized evaluation of the decentra-
lized Open Enrollment program. Your school has been designated an Open
Enrollment receiving school. As part of this year's evaluation of the
program'we,would.appreciate your Observations and feelings regarding the
functioning of Open,Enrollment in your school.

1. What aspects ofthe Open Enrollment program as designed by your district
for your school are you aware of (i.e., any special programs, teaching
positions, etc,)?_

2. How effective-do you consider the prograM to be as it functions in
your class?

3. What do you consider to be its major strengthS?

4. What do you consider to be:its major weaknesses?

5. What would your recommendations for neXt year's Open Enrollment
program be in your school?

6. Have you any additional comments to make on the Open Enrollment
program in your school?

PLEASE RETURN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE ATTACHED SELF ADDRESSED ENVELOPE

OPEN ENROLLMENT EVALUATION
STUDENT,QUESTIONNAIRE_

As you know, some children in this school come here from other districts.
In the space below tell us what your experiences have been while
attending a school with this program.
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OPEN ENROLLMENT MOTHER'S QUESTIONNAIRE --SENDING saloom

Dear Mother:

We are evaluating the Open Enrollment program and would like to have
the following information from you. If you have more than one dhild
in the Open Enrollment program please answer the questions in terms of
your oldest dhild in the program. When you have dhecked your answers
please drop this card in the mail. It needs no postage.

1. How many dhildren do you have attending school?

2. Does your dhild gorto an out-of-district school? Please check one.
A. Yes; b. No.

3. If your child goes to an out-of-district school, did you request
that he be transferred, or did his school transfer him? Please
check one.
a. I asked; b. School transferred him; c. I don't know.

4. How satisfied are you with the progress your dhild is making in
school? Please check one.
a. Very satisfied; b. Satisfied; c. Unsatisfied; d. Very
unsatisfied.

Are you active in the Parent's Association in any of the schools
your children attend? Please check one.
a. Yes, as an officer; b. Yes, as a member; c. No.

6. If NO, why not?

7. Are you currently a meMber of any community groups concerned with
education? Please check one.
a. Yes; b. No.

8. If YES, which ones?

9. Do you get to sdhool for conferences with your children s teachers?
Check my that apply.
a. Yes, whenever I am asked; b. Yes, during Open School Week;
c. Yes, whenever I have something I want to discuss; d. Not at all.
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OPEN ENROLLMENT MOTHER'S QUESTIONNAIRERECEIVING SCHOOL

Dear Mother:

We are evaluating the Open Enrollment program and would like to have
the following information from you. If you have more than one dhild
currently attending sChool please answer the questions in terms of
your oldest Child now in school. When you have Checked your answers
please drop this card in the mail. It needs no postage.

1. Howmany children do you have attending sChool?

2. How satisfied are you, with the progresa your child is making in
school? Please Check one.
a. Very satisfied; b. Satisfied; c. UnSatisfied; d. VerY

unsatisfied.

Are you active in the Parent's Association in any of the schools
your children attend? Please check one.
a. /es, as an officer' b. Yes, as a member; a. no.

4. If NO, why not?

5. Are you currently a meMberOf any Community groups concerned
with eduCation? Please check .one,
a. Yes; b. NO.

6. If YES, which ones?

7. Do you get to school for conferences with your children's teachers?
Check any that apply.
a. Yes, whenever I am asked; b. Yes, during Open School Week;
c. Yes, whenever I have something I want to discuss; d. Not at all.
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CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION

EVALUATION OF THE OPEN EMALLMENT PROGRAM

BUILDING AND SCHOOL-WIDE OBSERVATIONSADDENDUM

Sdhool Borough District Observer Date

Note: To be filled out by eadh observer Only once for eadh sahool.

1. Please rate the following factors in terms of school-Wide observa-
tions and impresSions. 'Check the appropriate Column.

Factor Very Good Good Poor

Factors: Cleanliness of:building; AttractiVeness of building;
AttractiveneSs of clasSrooMtGeneral climate.'

2. Did the sdhool program have: sufficient flexibility to-allow for
in4ividual needs? Circle one.

a. YES; b. NO. If NO please explain.

3. Did the school have a lunchroom? Circle one.

a. YES; b. NO. Please describe the lunch,facilitieS.

4. What were:the seating arrangements in the lundhroom?
that 4143pay..

Check all

CategorieS: a.:Determined by a teadher,or otheriadult;b.Seated
byclassea;,0Hgg:'00.1.4r8;70-14"gelY,10atedtogetherv
d.'EthnicHgrOups:weli mixed; e.:$thnid groUpe
largelyeeated togethervf.ReSident.cblidren do not
eat lunch' in sehooli g. Other,.41ease deacribe;
h. Children Choose theirOwn seats.

5. Were the lighting conditions in the halls and classrooms satis-
factory?

Hall s YES ; NO . Classrooms

6. Was there a library in the building? Check all that apply.

Rating scale: a. The library is attractive; b. The collection of
books is adequate; c. The library is unattractive;
d. The collection of books is inadequate; e. Books
are not available for circulation; f. Other comments.
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7. Were there science laboratories and/or a science room in the

building? Check one.

Rating scales a. Very well equipped; b. Satisfactorily equipped;
c. Poorly equipped:4. There was none.

8. Mere there many Children in the halla ahile clasSes were in

session? Check one.

a.,YES; b. NO.

9. Were they quiet? Check one.

a. YES; b. NO.

10. What aere they doing?. Check ell that apply.

Categories: a. Rumning errands; b. Going to the:bathroom or for
,

a drink of mater. c. Out of:the room:without permis
sion; d. Fightinge. Other, specify.

11! If you mere observing in a Junior High SChooi, lia,the:Change of

period orderly?'

a. YES; b. NCL If NO, please eltplain.
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CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION

.EVALUATION OF THE OPEN ENROLLMENT PROGRAM

BASIC ILOR

School District Borough Class Subject

Class Register N . of Children Present No. OE Children

Length Of Class Period Length:of Observation

Observerfs Name Date

Please Notes Joint observations should be reported by each observer
individually and without consultation.

If you find a question not applicable to the lesson. you are observing,
please indicate this on the observation form. If you see something
that is not covered by the form, and you feel it is important, please
feel free to add it and coMment upon it. '

1. What sUbjedt or topid was:being taught?

2. As you looked around the ClassrooM, did you feel youlwere able
to identify the OE children? '

a. YES; b. Not Sure; c. NO. If YES, what criteria did you emPloy
to do ao? (e.g.', race, reading, :etc.)

3. Were any children receiving individual instruction?

a. YES dhildren; b.: NO.

4. Was the class divided into groups?

a. YES; b. NO.

If YES, howmany Children were in eadh,group?

Group One ; Group Two ; Group Three ;GroUp Four

6. Was the teacher you observed the
subject?

a. YES; b. NO. If NO, Who was she?

Was there i teadher aide in the roOm?

a.' YES; b. NCL
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8. If MS, what was the aide doing during the lesson? Check all

that apply.

Categories: 1. Preparing materials; 2. Monitorial work; 3. Work.
ing with small groups; 4. Nothing; 5. Clerical work;
6. Working with individual dhildren; 7. Teaching
Whole class; 8. Other. Wbat?

9. Would you judge this to be a typical lesson for this class?

Check one.

Rating.scale: 1. Comoletelytypical; 2. Fairly typical; 3..Not

at all typical. What were the reasons for your
judgement?

10. How did the class react to the presence of the observer? Check

one.

Categories: 1. Class appeared not to notice the obterVer after
a felgiminUtesi. 2. , Children came:oVer tO,speak to
observer; 3. Children turned frequently, to look at-
observer; 4. Children Made alioint:Of involving
observer in activities; 54::TeacherdireCted:lesson
to obterver.: Have you any additional:Comments ark
the children's reactions to the:observer's presence?

U. Please give a brief description of the general atmosphere of the

classroom and the behavior of the children.

12. What amount of planning and organization wasP evident in this

lesson? Check one.

Categories: a,. Letson was exceptionallyHwellrorganized and well
plannedCb. Leston-was organized And Showed signs of
planning:c.HLessOn Showedsome:pign6,Of previous
teaCher preparatiOn; d. Le0OnshoWed few or no
tign6 of organization or planning.'

13. Did you observe the use of any innovative'Methods or materials
in this leston?

a. YES; b. NO. If yes, please describe What: you saw.

14. Hair:wOuld you detcribe the teadher s level,of expectation for

the children?

Rating scale: a. Too high for most of the children; b. Too high

for same of the children; c. About right for most
of the children; d. Not high enough for some of the
dhildren; e. Not high enough for most of the

children.
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15. Were there any kinds of materials or displays in the classroom?

a. YES; b. NO. If YES, in what subject areas? Please give a
brief description (e.g., bulletin boards, materials that could
be handled by the children, etc.).

Completely For Most Part No

16. Materials and displays were appropriate for the levels of most
of the children.

17. There were materials relating to the skills being taught.

18. There were enough materials for all the children.

19. Materials were interesting and stimulating.

20. The classroom was clean.

21. The atmosphere of the classroom was relaxe .

22. As far as you could see, was there any tiein of this lesson with
the special corrective work provided for the OE children?

a. YES; b. NO; c. NOT SURE; d. NOT RELEVANT. If YES please
describe.

23. In what ways did the children participate in class activities?

Categories: a. Attentive listening; b. Raising hands in
response to teacher questions; c. Active in class
discussion. d. Spontaneous raising of hands;
e. Obvious interest in individual tasks; f. Discus
sion with other children; g. Other. What?

24. USING PERCENTS, please estimate how many of the children in the
class fall into each of the categories listed. Note: The totals
for parts A, B, and C should add up to 100%. How mallY children

PART A: a. Showed sustained interest for all or almost all the
period? b. Showed sustained interest for about half the
period? c. Showed sustained interest for none or almost
none of the period?

PART B: d. Participated actively for all or almost all of the
period? e. Participated actively for about half the
period? f. Participated actively for none or almost none
of the period?
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PART Cs g. Were well-behaved for all or almost all the period?

h. Were well...behaved for about half the period? i. Were

well-behaved for none or almost none of the period?

PART Ds j. Presented serious discipline problems? k. Raised questions

of their own at some point during the class? 1. Were working

at tasks appropriate to their ability levels? m. Displayed

an adequate understanding of the teadher's spoken word?

n. Were non-Engliah speaking? o. Displayed good verbal

fluency/ p. Appeared comfortable in the classroom environment?

Please use the following space to elaborate on your estimates of the

children's behavior in regard to the above categories.

25. Using the following code, please rate the effectiveness of the

teacher's performance in each of the listed areas of classroom

functioning.

Scale: 1. Very effective; 2. Effective; 3. Average effectiveness;

4. Ineffective; 5. Very ineffective.

Categories:: a. Ability to use teaching methods she Chose to use;

b. Ability-to utiliZe teadhing aidsand materials; c.. Main-.

tenance of discipline; 4. Ability to sustain the interest of

most of the children; e. Ability to encoUrage and.obtain

active participation by most Of the :childrent f. Maintaining

a classroom climate conducive to learning; g. Skill at

"pacing" theleason.

Have you any further comments on the teacher's perforthance?

26. Overall rating of the lesson.

'S ales a. Excellent; b. Very good; 0. Satisfactory; d. Fair;

e. Poor.

27. What was the nature of the intra-claes interactionsHbetween eadh

of the pairs of actors and/or functions listed:below? Please

describe briefly in the space provided.

'

a.. Teadher to 'children; b. 'Teacher: to her job;'d...Children to

teacher; d. Children to.each other;-e..-Children to:their tasks;

'f.'Other...' Specify.-

28. What were the major strengths of this lesson?

29. What were the

30. Have you any additional comments to make?
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CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION

OPEN ENROLLMENT EVALUATION

INDIVIDUAL LESSON OBSERVATION REPORT

REMEDIAL READING ADDENDUM

School Borough District Sex

Observer Date Length of Observation

NOTE: Clip this to the Basic ILOR.

I. Is group a homogeneous group?

a. YES; b. NO.

2. What skills were being taught?

3. Did the skills being taught appear to be appropriate for the
individual needs of the children?

a. Appropriate for all or most; b. appropriate for some;
c. appropriate fbr few or none.

4. What reading instructional materials and/or devices were used or
evident for use in this particular classroom? (Explain and
describe as fully as possible.)

5. Were the materials and/or devices used specifically related to the
particular skill or ability in which the child is deficient?

a. YES; b. NO. Explain basis for answer.

6. Please check all of the following materials used or displayed
in the classroom.

Categories: a. Basic reader; b. Basal reader workbooks;
c. Picture cards; 11. Reading games; e. Skill workbooks; f. Trade
books; g. Experiential reading; h. Reading laboratories;
i. Pacers; j. Quick flash devices; k. Tape recorder; 1. newspapers;
m. Other.

7. Do the methodsprovide ,for the development of- a systematic
sequende of, skills?

Scale ubed: a. For ,everY:.Or almOsteVery Child; b.Forjmore than
halfthe group; c. About half the groUP; 4. Less than:half the
group; e. Ond:or:'tWo
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E. To What extent were there opportunities for oral reading?

Number of Opvortunities to Read Aloud
Number of Children 1 2 3 4 or more

Seale used: All or most; About three-quarters; About half; About
one-quarter; Few or none.

9. Were there opportunities during the lesson for individual silent
reading?

a. YES; b. NO. Please explain and describe.

10. As far as you could see, was there any tie-in of this lesa3n with
the work the children: do in their regular classes?

a. YES; b. NO; c. NOT SURE; d. NOT REIMAN. If YES, please
describe.

U. Was this room primarily set up for remedial reading classes?

a. YES; b. NO; c. EXplain your rating.

12. Was there any indication in the room, or in the lesson, of
earlier diagnostic procedures?

a. YES; b. NO; c. NOT SURE.

13. Describe any incidents that occurred during the lesson that
interfered with teaching and howthe teacher handled these
incidents.

14. In your opinion What effect viil continued participation in this
type of remedial group have on the reading adhievement of.these
pupils? (Specify the proportion of the group that you would
expect in eadh category.)

Percent of group in eadh category
Scale: a. Marked progress; b. slight progress; c. No change;

d. Slieltlyworse; e. Appreciably worse.

Note: Answers to the following questions dhould be obtained from the
teadher.

15. How were dhildren selected for the program?

Categories: a. Teachers'Tecommendations; b. Metropolitan
Achievement Tests; c. Parent request; d. Guidance counselor
referral; e. Child's request; f. Administrative referral;
g. Other. What?
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16. On what basis are the children considered to have finished the
program?

Categories: a. Judgement of CRT; b. Judgement of regUlar teacher;
c. Metropolitan Achievement Tests; d. Other. What?

17. How is the remedial reading program worked into the school's
regular sdheduling?

Categories: a. CRT sends for dhildren as she needs them;
b. Classes held at specified times; c. Classes programmed into
child's regular schedule; d. Programmed so that children don't
miss major subjects; e. Programmed so that children don't miss
"fun" subjects (e.g., art, gym, etc.).
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CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION

EVALUATION OF THE OPEN ENROLLMENT PROGRAM

BASIC ILOR: PARENT OBSERVER FORM

School District Borough Class Subject Class Register

No. of Children Present No. of Children OE Lenehof Class

Period Length of Observation Observer's Name Date

Please Note: Joint observation should be reported by ea& observer
individually and without consultation.

If you find a question not applicable to the lesson you are observing,

please indicate this on the observation form. If you see something
that is not covered by the form, and you feel that it is important,

please feel free to add it and comment upon it.

1. What subject or topdc was being taught?

2. As you looked around the classroom, did you feel you were able to

identify the OE children?

1. YES; 2. NOT SURE; 3. NO. If YES, what criteria did you employ
to.do so (e.g., race, reading, etc.).

3. Were any children receiving individual instruction?

1. YES dhildren; 2. NO.

4. Was the dlass divided into groups?

1.. YES; 2. NO.

5. If YES, how many dhildren mere in'each group?

Group one ; Group two ; Group three

6. Was there a teadher aide in the room?

1. YES; 2. NO.

; Group four

7. If YES, What was the aide doing during the lesson? Check ail that

apply.

1. Preparing materials; 2. Monitorial work; 3. Working with small

groups; 4. Nothing; 5. Clerical workr6. Working With individual

children; 7. Teadhing Whole class; 8. Other. What?
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8. How did the class react to the presence of the observer?

I. Class appeared not to notice the observer after stew minutes;
2. Children came over tO speak to the observer; 3. Children
turned frequently to look at observer; 4. Children made a point of
involving observer in activities; 5. Teacher directed lesson to
observer. Have you any additional canments on the children's
reaction to the observer's presence?

9. Please give a brief description of the general atmosphere of the
classroom and the behavior of the children.

10. In what ways did the children participate in class activities?

1. Attentive listening; 2. Raising hands in response to teacher
questions; 3. Active in class discussion; 4. Spontaneous raising
of hands; 5. Obvious interests in individual tasks; 6. Discus-
sion with other dhildren; 7. Other. What?

11. Using_percents, please estimate how many of the dhildren in the
class fall into each of the categories listed below. Note: The

totals for Parts A, B and C should add up to 100%. How many

children:

PART A: 1. Showed sustained interest for all or almost all the
period? 2. Showed sustained interest for about half the
period? 3. Showed sustained interest for none or almost
none of the period?

PART B: 4 Participated activelyfor all or almost all of the
period? 5. Participated actively for about half the
period? 6. Participated actively for none or almost none
of the period?

PART CI 7. Were well behaved for all or almost all the period?
8. Were well behaved for about half the period? 9. Were
well behaved for none or almost none of the period?

PkRT D: 10. Presented serious discipline problems? 11. Raised
questions of their own at some point during the class?
12. Were working at tasks appropriate to their ability
levels? 13. Displayed an adequate understanding of the
teacher's spoken words? 14. Were non-English speaking?
15. Displayed good verbal fluendy? 16. Appeared com-
fortable in the classroom environment?

Please use the following space to elaborate on yoUr estimates of
the dhildren's behavior in regard to the above categories.

_ 164
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12. On the basis of your observation mould you like your child to be

in this class even if he had to be bused in order to attend?

a. Yes; b. No; c. Not sure.

13. Whyl

14. Have you any additional comments?
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CENTER FOR,URBAN EDUCATION

OPEN ENROLLMENT EVALUATION

ILOR PART II: INTERACTION PATTERNS

School District Borough Class

Subject Class Register No. of Children Present

No. of OE Length of Class Period Length of Observation

Observer's Name Date

One of the basic purposes of the open enrollment program has been
to promote integration between the OE and the resident children. This
part of the observation is an attempt to assess, at the classroom
level, whether interaction does occur between the two groups and the
extent to which they function in a fully integrated manner in the
classroom setting.

There are twc sections in this part. The first simply asks you to
draw a diagram of the seating pattern of the classroom. The second
consistes of three matrices which are to be filled out at three dif-
ferent times during your visit to the classroom.

Directions for Seating Chart

The following page is provided for you to diagram the seating

arrangement of the classroom. Please draw in the desks and their

positions. Then indicate each child's seat by abbreviations which
also indicate which racial or ethnic group he belongs to, as well as

his sex. Use the following abbreviations:

BB = black boy; WB = white boy; PRB = Puerto Rican boy; OB = "other"

boy; BG = black girl; WG = White 02'1; PRG = Puerto Rican gio.;

OG = "other" girl.

If you find it impossible to make sudh a specific breakdown among

the dhildren on the basis of observation, make the distinctions simply

on the basis of White/non-White and use the following abbreviations:

WB = White boy NUB = Nom-White boy
WG = White girl NWG = Non-White girl
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INTERACTION CEART

Teacher's Desk

Do the dhildren pick their own seats, or does the teadher seat

them?

Directions for Filling Out Matrices

The following three Pages are provided for the matrix analyses of 1
classroom interaction. Fin out three different matrices during the

time you spend in the classroom. For purposes of filling out the

matrices, stop your observations of All other classroom activities

for three five-minute periods and concentrate on observing the inter-

actions occurring among the dhildren. These five-minute periods

should be as widely spaced as possible; one might bo When you come

into the room, one during the middle of your visit, and another toward

the end. Fill out a different matrix sheet for eadh observation.

How to fill out the matrix. The abbreviations used are the same

as those used in the seating plan. Once again, if you find it too

diffichlt to make a judgment as to specific ethnic Or racial background

among the dhildren, ail out the simpler matrix with the White/nonpr

White breakdown. Otherwise, fill out the complex one with the White/

black/puerto Rioar/"other" breakdown.

The abbreviations running down the left side of the matrix

represent the initiators of the observed interactions The abbrevi-

ations running across the top represent the:recirients Of thel,bserved

interactions. In'fiiling out the matrix, you shoUld go down the column

of initiators until you find the abbreviation corresponding to the

race and sex of the dhild Who initiatedithe interaction. Then, go

across the row until you 06me to :tbe box:under -..tbe abbreviation cor.7.

responding to:the race And sex of the dhildHWhO is theHreciPient'of

the interaction. ;,In other:merds,iyou mill be describintan:"L." For

example, if a White girl initiates an interiction:with4'black girl,

you Naiad go down2 spaceS:in the initiators COlumn andthen Olier 4'

spaces across the Avuruntil you come to the:box under.the abbreviation

"BG" and then write a plus sig.4.) in-the box if theAnteraction was

of a positive nature (i.e., ConversatiOnal pleasant, friendly): and.S.

MinUs.sign (-) if it ma6 negative(t.e., a fight, i nasty comment,:



B 24

yelling, etc.). You would then follow the same procedure for all
other observed interactions, including those between children of the
same race and/or sex.

Please note that you Should have only one mark in eadh box: we
do not want a counting job. For example, if there is more than one
observed interaction initiated by a White girl to a black girl, you
would still have only one mark in the appropriate box. All we want
to know is Whether any interaction took placeWhether there was any
interaction at all. We are not seeking its frequency.

INTERACTION OBSERVATION 1. From To Minutes

What activity was going on during this observation?

Initiator
Recipient .

WB WG BB BG PRB PRG OB OG
WB
WG
BB
BG

- -

FHB
FRG
OB
OG ,

Initiator
Recipient .

UB WG NUB NWG
UB
WU
NWB
NWG

There were 3 interaction observations.


